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ABSTRACT

THE MAKING, WORKING AND ENDING OF THE INFTREATY

YILMAZ , Buse
M.S., The Departmentf International Relations
SupervisorProf. Dr.MustafaT | RK E k

SeptembeR021], 195 pages

On 2 February 2019, the USA announced the suspension of its participation in the
IntermediateRange 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 ar 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 witaial 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 amoh& 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 examfdeunfold 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 INfaty, the Articles of the treaty,

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

iv



strategies of the US, Russia, and Europe. The thesis adopts and stands both for
qualitative and quantitative methods. Finally, it examthegelationship 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 Tidaty, New
START
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2 kubaka 20BI®, ABD ve SSCB arasénda Sojuk Sav:

1987 yeéelénda imzalanan n¢klttakmaiiahseévésainma
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hem de ni cel y°nt e miné&xk $od diaeak, INF sthe and ma svée  iuly
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To a world without nuclear weapons
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Subject of theThesis

Ronald Reagan, thieresident of the United States of Amerika (USA) and Mikhail
Gorbachev, Secretai@eneral of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), the
two Leaders, signed the Intermedid®ange Nuclear Forces (INEgaty, which was
focal to EureAtlantic security, at a summit meeting in the East Room of the White
House, in Washington on 8 Bamber 1987at the close of the Cold War, after 7 year
long negotiations. Mvas put into force idune 1988, which ensured disarmament and

arms control in a defined intermediatnge region.

With the inuring the INFtreaty, existing a total of 92 nwclear and conventional
groundlaunched ballistic missile (GLBM) and groutalinched cruise missile

(GLCM), in sizes ofintermediaterange and shortaange missiles travelling ranges

' Tom Ni chol s, fiMourning t he I NF Treaty, o Foreig
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2008-04/mourninginf-treaty, (accessed June 15, 2021).

2 See that the text of the INF treaty, Article 1l for the purposes of the treaty;

1. The term fAballistic missiled means a missile that
The ter ™ afugnrconuendd bal | i sti ¢ mindlaunched ballisBdnBsMig that means a gr
is a weaposdelivery vehicle.

2. The term ficrui se mi-prapelledeséhiclenthad sustaingflight througkathen e d, sel f

use of aerodynamic | ift over-launchedicruisefi sistisl ef |(iGLhGM)poat h .
means a grounthunched cruise missile that is a weajlativery vehicle.
3. The term AGLBM | auncher 0 me-hasesl tramspdrtéareceod | auncher ¢

launcher mechanism for launching a GLBM.

4 . The term @ GLnE K fixtdaauncleeha a mobite éabdsed transportarector

launcher mechanism for launching a GLCM.

5. The ter mr &ngd emimegsliilag@® means a GLBM or a GLCM hav
excess of 1000 kilometers but not in excess of 3@0Mneters.

1


https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2019-03-04/mourning-inf-treaty

between 500 and,500 km by an implementation deadline of 1 June 399846
missiles of the USSR and 846 missiles of theAt/$ad together been destroyéd.
was followed by 10 years of esite verification inspectiondJnder that agreement,
the Uhited States (USand the USSR were prohibited from having, producing, or
flight-testing these types of missiles.is important that thdreaty be the first
agreement to push the elimination of a category of intermeiiage and shorter

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

In recent years, theteave beemutual accusations between the US and the Russian
Federation (Russia), tHegal successor of the USSRviolating the necessities and
obligations under the INfeaty. After a while, on 2 February 2019, the US suspended

its obligations under the INffeatywith Russia on charges of violating lit submitted

a formal notice of withdrawab enter in forcen 2 August 2019 unless Russia reaatn

to full and verifiable comjance whichwasthe US claim Russiaoo suspended its
obligations under the INEeatyin response to the act of the US. Russian Foreign

Mi nister Sergei Lavrov has stated that M
US moves related to the INFeay.’ It is necessaryo grasp what the real reasfam

the US withdrawal from ik treatyis. After the announcement, the US completed the

6. The 't erramm gfies hnoirstseirl e means a GLBM or a GLCM ha
in excess of 500 kilometers but not in excess of 1000 kilometers.

S AlexanderLanoszka, iThe | NF Tr Stategic:Stude®uateilyt3gno.Qu t in T
(2019), p.48.

“James J. Cameron, AAnalysis the U. S&GWhmtYouci ally
Need t o Know. , 0 The WAaugusti n g3t o n2019), Po st

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/08/03dffcially -withdrew-inf-treaty-hereswhat
you-needknow/, (accessed June 15, 2021).

SLanoszka, AThe I NF Treaty: Pulling Out in Time,Oo

5 The number of parties to the treaty expanded in 1991 to include successor states of the former Soviet
Union - Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukrainas well as Russia.

"TMRussia to Exit I NF aVirroe RespgnsefofUSeF M 6L aMorna vh,so i Sp u't
International (February 06, 2019),https://sputniknews.cofworld/201902061072168704issia
lavrov-inf-treaty-six-monthsusa/ (accessed June 15, 2021).

2
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process othe full withdrawalfrom the INFtreatyon 2 August 2019. Russia responded
to the US withdrawal in kindlso bywithdrawing from the INRreaty.

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 antSSR (laterRussia. It also looks into positions of European
poweas 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 sideshowever, 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.



Firstly, Gorbachewotedthat figenuine security can only be achieved through real
disarmamenif in his letter to Reagan 3 months ago beforesihaatureof the INF
agreementDisarmament has been a wiaywhich the USSRvas persistenivhereas

the UShasinsisted oranarms control tool for nuclear weapons.

For instance, @ording to Lord Carringtonthe SecretariGeneral of the North
Atlantic TreatyOrganization (NATO)before thesignatureof the INFtreaty, in which
theagreemenivas goodn apolitical waybecausé and its verification arrangements
would provide greaer confidence in Easlest relations angromote mutually

advantageous arms control measdres.
Also, he added that

To those ... who claim that the INF agreement will somehow decouple the
United States guarantee from Europe, | would say this.Eithrepeans 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 ithe interest of us alf

Before sigiing the INF treaty, Reagan said thabif the first time in history, the
language offiarms contrad was elayed by fiarms reductio@'! which was the
complete elimination of intermediatange andghorterrange US and USSR nuclear
missiles.This arms reduction tendencyud be explained by the influence of the
USSR.

Moreover,he added

i 64. Letter From Soviet General Secretary Gorbac
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus188¥06/d64 (accessed June 15, 2021).

fALord Carrington Urges Uu. sS. Ratification of
https://archives.nato.int/lordarringtonurgesu-s-ratification-of-inf-treaty, (accessed June 15, 2021).

Y3Lord Carrington Urges U.S. Ratification of | NF

“"ADecember 8, 1987: Remarks at the Signing of t&h
Miller Center(May 4, 2017) https://millercenter.org/thpresidency/presidentispeeches/december
8-1987remarkssigninginf-treaty-sovietpremier (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
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We can only hope that this histemyaking agreement will not be an end in
itself but the beginning of a workinglagionship 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 refpdtie human and
natural rights God has granted to all mén.

Gorbachev affirmdthat with thesignatureof the INFtreaty it he si gning of th
ever agreement eliminating nuclear weapons, has a universal significance for mankind,

both from thestandpoint of world politics and from the standpoint of humasifsm

He also added that

For everyone, and above all, for our two great powerdrelagywhose text is

on this table offers a big chance at last to get onto the road leading away from
the tireat of catastrophe. It is our duty to take full advantage of that chance and
move together toward a nuclefaee world, which holds out for our children

and grandchildren and for their children and grandchildren the promise of a
fulfilling and happy lifewithout 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 warrfréhe era of a demilitarization of
human life'4

According to Arbatovthe INFtreatyworked 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®

It might be said that the US has turned iafo | o n e | .¢'® Espeaally] irf tHe post
1990 period, everything, the US and the circles that shaped the policies of-the US

“AaDecember 8, 1987: Remarks at the Signing of the | NF

13 Ibid.

14 Ibid.

Al exei Arbatov, iSav iBuletn diheAtom Bciehtisid no. (R0ARK),r ol , 0
p.167.

¥SamuelPHunt i ngt on, @A The Fdaragn Affaiss78,So. @ @999).pwWe r , 0



based international order have tried, seems to have done nbtltimgaintained a
system ad 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 habeen fragmented, reflecting the new configuration of social p&iter.
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. Fexample while Article XI of the
agreementegulated a series of egite inspections that lastéar 13 years to ensure
that both parties comply with the elimination of prohibited weapons, this mechanism
eventually ended and waot renewed and instead led to satellite observations to track

compliancet®

One of the reasorfer the termination of the INEreaty, from the US perspective, is
stated aadoctrinal violation of necessities and obligations of the tifd&tyby Russia,

which was a challenge to the existing deterrence paradigms in terms of nuclear
weapons. The US claimed that Russia violated thei@dtyand then, it did not return

to full and verifiable compliance to thesaty®

The discussions voiced lige 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 o iNFtreaty, which has lostts function for the US,
includes the purpose of pushing the curr@térnational ordeinto an imbalance,
especially as Chinemerged for the time being an economic contender which poses a

further question mark over political and military realms.

17 Richard Saull The Cold War andfter: Capitalism, Revolution and Superpower Poliftendon:
Pluto Press, 2007}p.189.

Lanoszka, @dAThe I NF Treat3: Pulling Out in Time, ¢

PANATO and t he | NPhttpsi/mwevanaty.int@ps/eN/Aatoliy/topics_166100,htm
(accessed June 15, 2021).


https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_166100.htm

The man criticism for the dissolution of the INFeatyis that the states such as China
may produce intermediatange and shorteange 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 date that with the dissolution of the INFeaty, nuclear powersancreate a new
multilateraltreatythatincluded more arms and signatories. The ti¢atydid not bind

other actors with nuclear weapons.

In addition, it may be stated that technology wihtinue 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 INFeatyraises fears of a new arms race. Moreover, it may be
that nuclear powers want to show their poweisusl armsontrol treaties like the

INF treatywere able to lose their function.

While the secalled use of strategic nuclear weapons is debatable, all experts agree that
tacticalor nonstrategicnuclear weapons @ve no longera matter in securityolicy
after the end of the Eagtest conflict?°

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 madnessut it was before 1990. Moreover, existing

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

Moreover the INFtreatywas significant for European securitgcause the treaty was
not related to intercontinental ballistic miles (ICBMs), and the ban extended to
weapons with intermediat@nge and shorteange under the INF treaty was a direct
threat to Europe. Als&uropean statesexenota party to théreaty, but the INF treaty
enabled nuclear stabilityn the European Continent. In terms of nuclear weapons

policy, Europe has been faced with new challeng#dsthe end of the INF treaty

2Rol ft zM¢ni ch, @AThe Undiminished Relevance of Disar man

Friedrich Ebert StiftundMay 2008), p.1



Since the termination of the INFeatyis recent, new studies have not yet come out.
However, lately emerged thesis, whickraduceshe US withdrawal from th&reaty,
would lead to strengthamy relations between Russia and China if the US deploys
intermediaterange nuclear weapons to the Pacific even thougtike the US
deployment, the Russig®ino strategic partnership Wilkely remain undisturbed*
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 describedaasnoontrol treaty,
but it is also about disarmament because one of the features of the INF treaty is
associated with the destruction of the existing intermedsatge and shorteange
conventional and nuclear weapons whereas the production of nemendiaterange
and shorterange 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 meanirefample 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 firsthand 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

2lleahBarrett AU. S. Abrogat i on dhesigthe ¥irginia RdlytéchnicThstimta t y , o
and StateJniversity, Blacksburg, VA2020.
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sheets, inclded 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
usedas 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 reearch, 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

Theorganization 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 backdground o

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, amel Russian response into

consideration.

The fifth chapter explores the link between the INF treaty and New START, how the
US and Russia saw each otherds acts i s exami

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



CHAPTER 2

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF DISARMAMENT AND ARMS
CONTROL

2.1 Introduction

The INF treaty is substantial in terms of the tefhar ms contr ol 0, and
definition as a strategic policy structure remains that of Thomas Schellindatah

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 opposbut
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 o&curs.

At the bottom, he INFtreaty has two significant features such as disarmament and
arms control. Employing the inurement of thdreaty, within the framework of
disarmament, the existing types of missiles were demolished and then, inclusive of the
margin of arms controlhe having, producing, and flighg¢sting intermediateange

and shorterange missiles were under a ban.

This chaptermimsto highlightthe history of disarmament and arms control first to

build a better ground to understand the way thethd&tycame out

22Thomas C. Schelling and Morton H. Halpetrategy and Arms Contr@iNew York: The Twentieth
Century Fund, 1961), p.1.
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2.2. History of Disarmamentand Arms Control from the Interbellum to 1950s

Disarmament means$the act of reducingy Alimitingo, fabolishingpas well as

especiallyfiel i mi nati ng statesd mil o Generafandr speci f
complete disarmament was described by the United Nations General Assembly

(UNGA) as the elimination of alteapon of mass destructiofVMD), associated with

the

balanced reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments, based on the
principle of undiminishedeurity 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 securffy.

The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907 marked the first significant attempts
to codify the opening of the modern era ibfe efforts toward finternational

disarmamenif* andto produce or opethe door to the era of arms control

A commonly held belief was thd@icasus bellb had been the escalating buildup of

armamentdetween Great Britain and Germany from 1898 to 1912

After WW 1, the League of Nations (LoNyas established and one of its tasks was to
limit and reduce arnt§ nevertheless, the enforcement of this was not potent. Despite
the fact that thdreaty of Versailles effectively disarmed Germany, progressively

ZUN General Assembly, fAFinal Document of the First Sg

“Andrew Webster, fi Ha g u e THe &ncyclepediai ooWeR011), p.B. 9 9 , 1907), 0

®»Detlev F. Vagts, @AThe Haguame@annouma ofinemationand Ar ms Co
Law 94, no. 1 (2000), p.31.

% Dirk B°nker, ANaval Race bet weBh2) IGtermatoaahy and Gr ea
Encyclopedia of the First World War, https://encyclopedia.1P943
online.net/article/naval_race_between_germany_and_great_britain19898 (accessed June 15,

2021).

ZAAr ms Contr ol -8etveeendhie Warld WiarsniBt9 39, 0 Encycl opedia of trh
American Nation, https://www.anericanforeignrelations.com/®/Arms-ControlandDisarmament
Betweenthe-world-wars19191939.htm| (accessed June 15, 2021).
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common disarmament was pursued to reach ovdrile. The LoN, an international
organization, was established @0 January 1920 with the attempt of the victorious

Allied powersat the end ofVW 1.28 The Article 8 of the Covenant members of the

LoNr ecogni zed the fact t hat At he maint el
nati onal armaments to the | ow@Biiswgsai nt ¢
reflection of point IV of the US Preside

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

with dome¥®tic safety. o

What is more, in 1921, the Temporary Mixed Commission on Armaments was
foundedby the LON so aso examinethe problem of international disarmamenttg
widest aspects and froposepotential initiatives, plans and solutions as well as to
explorethe possibilities for disarmame#t.In the Australian Journal of Politics and

History,

A fascinating experiment in the possibilities of transnationalisthimvian
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 asdimament?

®fHlLeague of Nati ons, 0 hips/twvywebriarmibaccondtopidledgeda nni ¢ a,
Nations (accessed June 15, 2021).

22 E. H. Carr/nternational Relations between the Two World Wars: 19439 (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1990), p.75.

®fAWoodrow Wilson: Fourteen Points Speech (1918),
Korea (February 11, 2020), https://kr.usembassy.gov/educatiouture/infopediausa/living
documentsamericanrhistory-democracy/woodrovwilson-fourteenpointsspeechl918/,  (accessed

June 15, 2021).

SAndrew Webster, AoAbselmug @l yTher Eempasabl e MAmad
Armaments, 1921 9 2 4 , 0 Aloumal of ®dliticsa&Historys4, no. 3 (2008), p.373.

32 | bid.

12


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/

Several naval conferences litkee Washington Naval Conferenweere held during the
interbellum the interwar yearsn order to restrict the number and size of major

warships of the five great naval powers.

On 6 February 1922the Limitation of Naval Armameni The fve-Power Treaty
(Washingtorilreaty) - was signed by the United States of America, the British Empire,
France, Italyand Japamn Washingtorfor the maintenance of the general peace and

reducing the burdens of competition in armantémue to that treaty, its parties?o

respective naval armaments were limitédvhat is significant here is that withe
Wadhington Treaty, the British Empire lost its naval supremacy for y&ars when
the Battle of Trafalgabroke outon 21 October 1805, which had established British
naval supremacy, and shared the naval supremacy with tfe US

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 importantterms of disarmameittecause it limited

certaintypes of arms.

On 27 August 1928, the Kelloggriand Pact was signed. It wakso calledhe Pact
of Paris®, whilst not effective, attempted féproviding for the renunciation of war as
an instrument of national policyblamely, it was described multitral agreement
attemptingin orderto eliminatewar as an instrument of national poligyIt was the

most imposingandpeacekeeping effort after WW 1.

33 Charles |. Bevans[reaties and Other International Agreements of the United States of America,
17761949(Washington, D.C.: Dept. of State, 1968.351.

34 |bid.

“fABattl e of Traf al gar , bttps:Bvwe. hricahnizgpcbnldvent/Baitd-i t anni ¢ a,
TrafalgarEuropearhistory, (accessed June 15, 2021); Oral SarSiggsi Tarih 19181994 (Ankara:
Knge Kitabevi, 2019 p.41.

% iKel-Bopggnd Pact, o Encyclopbdia Britannica, https:

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

37 Ibid.
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Hoping to tie théJnited Statesto 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 st&mnk B. Kellogg prodded by the
American Awatdambpyemént and supported
disappointed at the failure of the United States to joirLdague of Nations

proposed that the pact be converted into a general multilatsag} which the

French acceptetf.

The KelloggBriand Pact had political, social, and legal inflection featupecause it
catalyzed a lasting change in the way people and states thought,asbketed about

war.3°

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 revisethe 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 imreturnfor conciliation with Germany. The disceptations broke down

in 1933 when Adolf Hitler withdrew Germany from the conferefce.

After the Washingtoireaty, Limitation and Reduction of Naval Armameritondon

Naval Treaty - was signed in London on 2Rpril 1930 by the heads of states and
government of the USA, France, the UK, Italynd 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 Wagton Naval Conference and

®fAKel-Bobggnd Pact . o

®pavidA.Kopl ow, i Nu-BriaeddPact: Rrepbsingaglgeaty for the Renunciation of Nuclear
Wars as an | nst r un@ogdetownfUnivmsity Lav CentE201R)pd.1P5c y , ©

40 AThe Leagque Di sar mament, 0O GCSE Moder n
http://www.johndclare.net/league_of nations4_disarmament(amecessed June 15, 2021).
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to facilitate the progressive realization of general limitation and the reduction of

armament$!

The failure of the Geneva Naval Conference cast a gloom over the 1927
Assembly, which, adopting the course now customary at Genbeaever
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 pléa total and universal disarmamént.

It can be statedsthe fact thabefore 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 193e agreement was formed fiyeneral disarmameint
proposed at Geneva by the USSRamely,in February 1932it was that the USSR
insisted on the general disarmam&nlt 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? askedriatd Reagaand

whosai d that Ato preserve our civilization ir
be won and must never be foughte only value in our two nations possessing nuclear

weapons is to make sure they wilinthenever be
1984 State of the Unidf.

Nuclear weapons have involved an arms race of a very distinctive character. It is more
dangerous and more complex tithe oneabout heavy cruisers, tanksjydbombers

earlier in the century. The development of nuclear weapotisei course of WW I

41 Bevans,Treaties and Other International Agreements of the United States of Americal9496
p.1055.

42 Carr, International Relations between the Two World Wars: 19939 p.180.

43 Edward Hallett CarrTwilight of the Comintern, 1930935 (New York: Pantheon Books, 1982
p.204.

“Mustaf aKB8geiya@kd &1, & T ¢HKrdooldisé K91P1638)i(Hiperlinka, 20&7, p.128.

4 George P. ShuliziThe Wa r That Mu st Never Be Fought b o
https://www.hoover.org/research/wanustneverbe-fought (accessed June 15, 2021).
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has, thusyielded an element of world politics as fundamental and new as the inter
systemic rivalry which emerged simultaneously from the defeat of the Axis. §tates

At the final stage d#V\W I, the scientists of the USA tried be the master of the atom

and its capacityeleasd its energy with the atomic bomb. In the end, the US initiative
known as the Manhattan Proj&ctfed by the minds of the European diaspora in the
US, faced the rope. After the first successful atomic btesh or detonation od
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 remindbouti Now | am b e c o merofverdgoh, t
the most welknown line, from the Bhagava@ita in accordance withJames
Tempertorf?®

The number of nuclear weapons with the US bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in
August 1945 has sustained and continuedudiiply in the course dfime despite the
attempts for disarmament and arms control, which helped diminish the nuclear arms

threat and build up.

After WW I, there was a tendency among military researchers to underestimate the
destructive potential of nuclear weapons. Howeves, Was not the case for tégvel
American military and political leadersyho quickly recognized the revolutionary
character of nuclear power. Aftdre bombings oHiroshima and Nagasaki, Truman
saw the atom bomb as a terrorist weapon and stated thatotinebomb should be

treated differently than ordinary weapons such as cannons and*%ifiish this

46 Fred Halliday,The Making of the Second Cold Wand ed.(London: Verso, 1986 p.33.

TG¢evem Gegmgk Akay and Erhan Nal -acé, i Bamldea K € n
Diyalektik ve Toplun2, no. 3 (August 2019), pp. 2€A. 8.

% James T e mfNew L Amn Becoiiie Death, the Destroyer of Wodd3he Story of
Oppenhei mer 6s Qunbaepa WI R E(Bugust U 19, 2017),
https://www.wired.co.uk/article/manhattgmojectrobertoppenheimer(accessed June 15, 2021).

4% Scott Douglas SagaNoving Targets: Nuclear Strategy and National Secufynceton: Princeton
University Press, 1990pp.1314.
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statement, the Truman administration stated that nuclear weapons should be under

international controt?

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 restricthe development, production, stockpiling, proliferation,

distribution or use of nuclear, chemical, biologicat other types of weapoRis

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 tat could adversely affect national goals and future p&atems control
agreements can be also seen as veayssto stop the spread of certain military
technologies in lieassurancet® potential developers that they will not be victims of
thesetechndogies. In addition, some of ése treaties are entered to limit the havoc
done by warfare, especialljo civilians and the environment, which is thought as

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

According to Croft, dypology of arms control strategies is based on his convincingly
argued belief that arms control Ahas been, a

than is usually taken to be the ca3®
Indeed, arms control can be described to breakedhberity dilemmavhich 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

°Andrew Glaf€s] | 8Uf8r International Control of Nuclear
(June 15, 2018), https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/15HAaslls-for-internationalcontrolof-
nuclearweapongune-15-1946642207 (accessedune 15, 2021).

%Barry Kolodkin, #AUnder st a rhitps:/iwgw.thoughtso.cadndwmds-r ol , © Thoug|
armscontrot3310297 (accessed June 15, 2021).

2Anup Shah, i Ar ms  C ohtips:#waviv.glabalisGuesobghAssue/d6/arsmmtels |
(accessed June 15, 2021).

53 Stuart Croft, Strategies of Arms Control: A History arifiypology (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1996p.4
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the impact of the power of others. This, in turn, renders the others more
insecure and compels them 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 /& on.

It can be stated that the purposes of arms control aiasdee 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 NationsAtomic Energy Commission (UNAECyas establishedn
October 1945%vith the aim of protecting world peace and secufy 16 March1946,

the Acheson Lilienthal Repgrthe Report on the International Control of Atomic
Energ, was submitted to the US Depadnt of StateOn 28 March 1946, it was
released to the publidhe Achesorlilienthal report called for the establishment of

the Atomic Development Authorityn orderto oversee the mining and use of fissile
materials, the operation of all nuclear fa@, capable of producing weapons, and the
right to license countries seeking to conduct peaceful nuclear rese#ch.the
AchesonL i | i ent hal pl an, Aino nation or priva
engage in dangerous activiti&$ The planwas 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 CourftiNSC)on any issué’ Also, it

never mentioned when the US should destroy itsean@rsenal, but it admitted that

it was a necessity to do This report included in the American proposasgrved

%“John H. Herz, dldealist | nt eWarldPolitics® ad. 2 ($960),and t he
p.157.
AThe Athésent hal & Baruch Pl ans, hit@®s42001i0 U. S.

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

Larry G. Gerber, fdAThe Bar uch [bdlomatc Histod/6, honle Or i gi
(1982), p.71.

i The At4hésent hal & Baruch Pl ans, 1946. 0

%8 | bid.
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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 presentdeedirst meeting of the UN Atomic
Energy Commissionon 14 June 1946the International Atomic Development
Authority be established and that this institution be gtherauthority to sanction and
punish violations. In other items of the plan, provideat ttwasunder the supervision

of the organization, themgereprovisions for the development of nuclear energy for
peaceful nuclear research, and the destruction of existing nuclear weapons of the USA
after the international control systemasestablished and to stop its production. The
plan also banned the UN SeityrCouncils veto power over the decisions of this
organizatiorr?

Gregg Herken believed that the Barlthn was a product of the illusory belief that
the atomic bomb might be used in a diplomat:.i
weapono i ngstugge withrthe USSR.N

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. UI&SR objectedto the

Baruch Plan and its representatives submitted the Gromyko Plan, nam&uasian

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

Gromyko Plan that virtually ignored the Baruch propo8alhi s pl an proposed
international convention of infinite duration, open to siites 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 convestionr at i i cat i ono

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

59 David FischerHistory of The International Atomic Energy Agency: The First F¥ars(Vienna:
The Agency, 199 p.19.

Ger ber, AThe Baruch Plan and the Origins of the Cold

61 pid., p.73.

62 Bertrand Goldschmidti A For erunner of the NPT? The Soviet Pr
https://lwww.iaea.org/sites/default/files/publications/magazines/bulletin/ba/28103595864.pdlf
(accessed June 15, 2021).
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existing nuclear weapons are destroyed, their production stopped and their production
banned before an international inspection agency is establisbethe 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 Cdincil.

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 conventioraponsvas 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 notittadrious work until 1948
after the Soviet proposal to consider conventional and nuclear disarmagether
was rejected? At the time, when the US had a nuclear monopoly and the USSR was
assumed to bthe superior in conventional weapons, both sides made proposals that

helped them maintaitheir position while neutralizing the ottésrsuperiority?®

The USSR, which accelerated its nuclear studies, carried out the first successful atomic
bomb tesin 1949.

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

as previous Commissionrshe Security Council plus Canada. Its respbitity 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 ofatomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful
for purposes onl§®

BMahmut R. Belik, AAtom En&rsjtiasibruil n | Mii lvleetsli ¢ reasrn a
Me ¢ muls, 8cé 4 (1949), pp.89899.

4 ASI PRI Year book of Worl d Ar ma®Omednt S| PaRtbd, [pips. alrsr
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/SIPRI1%20Yearbook%201968%E2%80%3#69 (accessed
June 15, 2021).

85 |bid., pp.152152.

%A SlI PRI Yearbook of World Affamept d5and Di sar mame
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In 1954, the discussions moved to a subcommittee made up of Canada, France, the
UK, the USSRand the US, where it continued privately until September $957.

In spite of the fact that negotiations weéa&ing placethe US and the USSR began a
nuclear arms race, with each striving to gain a military advantage over the other by
building more and wre nuclear weapons and the means to deliver tAdinis race
caused a debaten the proper means to cope with the nuclear arms problem via
disarmament andrms controlEspecially collective arms control responses between
1925 and 1991 evolved into tlerdypes of agreements, which focused fimon

armament, confideneauilding measurgsand arms limitations®®

The nonproliferation of nuclear weapons embarked on attracting international
attention after 1945 his wasa turning point in disarmameahd arms contrdlecause
changes in the quality of weapons caused the belief that disarmemdesatns control

wasan open problem

While nuclear disarmament refers to both the act of reducing or eliminating nuclear
weaponsand to the end state of a nuckéae world, in which nuclear weapons are
completely eliminatedarms controls on nuclear weapons of states are relatethtp be
limited and controlled on the development, production, stockpiling, proliferation,
deploymenand useof.

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 tendbacease a
central issue in discussions on peaceful uses of nuclear energy\WAftédl, the UN

wasestablished fopromotng andsustainingnternational peace and securityThe

AS1 PRI Yearbook of World Affmamept d5a8nd Disar mament 1

68| ijsa M. Schenck & Robert A. Youmaris,Fr om Start to Finish: A Historical
Control Treaties and StGyrLaw Facglty Publieationswind Cithertworks New St ar t
(2012), p.402.

89 | bid.

"AHistory of t e Ubnt e dhdps:#veviv.onmm/en/sections/history/histery
unitednations/index.html(accessed June 15, 2021).
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US proposedthe Baruch Plam 1946 as a way to impose stringent international
control over the nuclear fuel cycle or atomic weapons taJé!

This illustrates the classic Us®sition. Italsoshows whathe US initial strategy was.
That is he USacquired nuclear weapoiiself, but it wanted others not to do so.
Therefore,it triedto makea policy to prevent a global nuclear arms race within the
UN framework tdimit othersfrom gettingnuclear weapond hat wasnot something
the USSRwould accept.

Initial attempts, which was begun in 1946 by the UN, to create an international system
to male 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 bginning to build their stockpiles.

I n December 1953, US President Dwi ght D.
proposal presented to the eighth session of the United Nations General Assembly, and
urged that an international organization be establishedlerto disseminate peaceful

nuclear technology while guarding agaitietdevelopment of weapons capabilities in
additional countrie$? Bertrand Russell, Albert Einsteiand other leading scientists

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

to resolve disputes peacefullyin 198i senhower 6s proposal re:
establishment of the International Atomic Energy AgefAEA)’4 which was

charged with the dual responsibility of promotion and control of nuclear technology.

T AThe United St ates Presents t he Baruch Pl a
https://lwww.history.com/thislay-in-history/theunited statespresentshe-baruchplan (accessed
June 15, 2021).

”?fBackground Information, 0o The 2005 Review Confe
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), United Nations,
https://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/background.htfatcessed June 15, 2021).

BAHi story ofonNsucd bitag/AvMecanw.org/nuclear_weapons_histdigccessed
June 15, 2021).

“AHi story of Nuclear Weapons. o
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The IAEA technical assistance activities began in 1958ithin the framework of the
UN, the principle of nuclear neproliferation was addressed megotiations as early
as 1957 and gained significant momentum in the early 186040 the fact that the

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

In the United KingdomCampaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CNDh 17 February
1958, held a public opening meeting in the Central Hall in Westminster, attended by
five thousand peopléifter the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament in the UK held its

first meetind®, a few hundred left tshow offat Downing Street’

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
agreementThe 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 WeaponResearch Establishment near Aldermaston in
Berkshire, in the UK, to show off their opposition to nuclear weagongour

days’® The Aldermaston marches continued until the late 1960s when tens of

thousands of people joined the falay marches.

“AHi story of Nuclear Weapons. o
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 John S i @akpaign for Muclear Disarmament (CN@), Spartacus Educati on:
https://spartacueducational.com/PREcnd.htm, (accessed June 15, 2021).

A The Hi st ohttys://anduk.cigwvba/tiehistory-of-cnd/, (accessed June 15, 202dFarly
Defections i n Ma rThehGudrdianhtps:dwevw.timegsatdiamcont/century/1950
1959/Story/0,,105488,00.htccessed June 15, 2021).
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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 wifithe relationship between political ends and military means
the interesiandwith fithe theoretical athpractical issues raised by attempts to extract
political benefits from nuclear arsenal8Explicitly, it is fithe formation of tenets and

strategies for producing and using nuclear weapéhs

Nuclear strategy can be understood under what circumstances it is emplogrezl for
interest of thenation so asto develop nuclear weapons, which kinds of nuclear

weapons can be developathd when and how such weapons can be used.

Unlike most militarystrategies 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 suceads when nothing happens and relies on how threats are
communicated and understodd.moments of crisisgovernments have tadklabout

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

circumstances in which nuclear agons might be used.

As a result, to grasp the emerge of the Ity it is necessary to scrutinizbe
nuclear strategies of the US, the US8RJIEurope generally and specificallgtarting
from the 1960s.

™ Lawrence Freedman and Jeffrey H. Micha&lse Evolution of Nuclear Stratedgiondon, United
Kingdom: Palgrave Macmillan, 20}1,%.xi.

®ANuclear Strategy, o Encyclopbdia Br i-statagy,i c a,
(accessed June 15, 2021).
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2.3.1. The US Strategy

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

Kissinger, the USA Strategy can be explained briefly as follows

Until the early Fiftieswe had an atomic monopoly enabling us to substitute
strategic power for conventional inferiority Wwadut fear of retaliation. Until

the Sixtieswe 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 evehie Soviets, calculatgnthe worstcase
scenario, would not risk it. Until the early Seventies, in fact, the voass
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 intervéhtion.

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 aggressminthe USSRis reality or not, theUS

policymakers inthe 1950s andl960s argued that this aggression weal, and with

the fimassive retaliationd and Aassured dest
aggression acedingto theUS. These strategies envisioned a lasgale US nuclear

attack on a wide range of targets in the USSR, Eastern EusopgeChina if the USSR

or its allies launched a nuclear or laiggale conventional attack against the US or its

allies®

From the development of nuclear weapons, deterrence can be stated aethefce
the security policy of the US.

81 Henry Kissinger,Year of UpheavalLondon: Weidenfeld & Nicholson/Michael Joseph, 1982
p.1176.

AaU.S. Weapems: Changes in Policy and Force Structure
Research Servic€January 23, 2008)ttps://www.everycrsreport.com/reports/RL31623.html#n16
(accessed June 15, 2021).
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George F. Kennan, an American diplopaatd historian, who has an important place

in American foreign policy, sent?®8and the
with his article #Th# puBlished it FoignoAffairshg v i et
analyzing the policy of the USSR, he plannestrategy that would form the basis of

the USforeign policy during the Cold War. Kennan envisioned limiting the spheres of
influence of the USSR with the containment palid¢ennan predicted, would
Apromote tendenci es whi cehin aitherstie breatpecont u al |
the gradual mel | &adarthgoretidal fr@eworkeDevelppmanesr o
such as the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall PeEamd NATO can be assumed the

concrete tools of this policy.

NATO was structured in 1949 with theraof defending Western Europe against the
expansionism aheUSSR, its ideology, and ensuring their security undefitbhelear

umbrella of NATO via nuclearsharing ofthe USA against nuclear weapon threats.

The founding purpose of NATO was expressedLbyd Ismay, the first General
Secretary of NATO, to fAnkeep the Soviet Un
downd®® Undoubtedly, NATO has formed an important basis for deterrence in terms

of being under a common defense roof against the USSR tiiezat.be claimed that

the US had a nuclear weapon monopotil 1949 tooptfor theficontainment policy

of Kennanunlike the USSR was responding technologically.

What is deterrence? What is nuclear deterrence? ddhgountries need to deter?
Deterrence can be defined as a strategy to prevent military attacks or threats of the

BAFol der: Telegram, Geor ge Ke n nldeologica Foundatiomsof By r ne s
the Cold War, Harry S. Truman Library & Museum(February 22, 1946),
https://lwww.trumanlibrary.gov/library/researfifes/telegramgeorgekennanjamesbyrneslong-
telegram?documentid=NA&pagenumber£accessed June 15, 2021).

8 George F. Kenan, AiThe Sources of Sovi et Cond.
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russifaderation/2016.0-31/sourcessovietconduct
excerpt (accessed June 15, 2021).

85 iKennan and Containment, 1947, 0 u. s.
https://history.state.gov/milestones/198862/kennan(accessed June 15, 2021).

%ALord | smh957.,1® HhikA/M@w.nato.int/cps/us/natohg/declassified_13793Q.htm
(accessed June 15, 2021).
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opponent. Nuclear deterrence is the threamnwoélear 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 nucleaveapon states and people avhre 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 existenpslitital 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 armamesecurity, internal or doastic policiesand norm$’

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 asattgra normative
symbols of modernity and identi§.

During these years when the US was a nuclear monopoly, the USSR used its
conventional power for deterrent purpoddandover of nuclear weapons possession
the USSR completed the construction of the atomic bomb in August 1949. With this
event important for stability angew technologies for nuclear weapons, the idea that
the first strike would win the war was no longealig 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 diffeoen
survival. Survival is being alive whereas security is living. Security is described as
survivakplu$® by Ken Booth. The plus here may be stated alongside other factors the

nuclear weapon in particular.

8%Scott D. Sagan, f@dAWhy Do States Build Nuclear Weapon
International Securit1, no. 3 (1997), p. 55.

8 bid., p. 55.

89 Ken Booth,Theoryof World Securit{Cambridge: Cambridgeniversity Press, 2007p.106.
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Nuclear weapons have become the main todhefUS effort to contaithe USSR
expansionism for a variety of reasons. After the US rapid demobilization of its
conventional armed forcdsllowing WW I, nuclear weapons were viewed by the
political and military leaders as the only possible determnefagainst the enormous
conventional forces of the USSRWhen deterrence by punishment is generally
associated with nuclear deterrence, deterrence by denial is usually about conventional

deterrencé?

Al so, the concepts of nAfirst strikeo and

place. The first strike is a supposed ability thatmedingd i sar mi ng stri ke.

one is known as opposed to first strike purposes to absorb the strike iwhthand
then to strike back successfully by remaining sufficient forces. Namely, a retaliatory
force survived the attack. Briefly, one of these capabilities meanshthapposing
side does not have any of théhThe USSR could be se@sthe first preemptive
attack with nuclear weapons. The q@mptive strike is about sudden attackhat

prevents thether side from replying?

This situation, in other words, is that a party with the initial capacity minimizes the
damage to the intended use of destroyingmtmng capacity of the opponent. Because

if the opponent cannot be completely destroyed in case of retaliatiGedhedstrike
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 dhe attack and to have military capabilities and

% Ronald E. PowaskiReturn to Armageddon: the United States and the Nuclear Arms Race, 1981
1999(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 200®.5.

91 John J. Mearsheimetonventional Deterrenc@thaca: CornellUniversity Press, 1993p. 15.

92 Richard Smoke National Security and Nuclear Dilemma: An Introductitm the American
ExperiencgNew York: Random House, 1987p.9495.

9 Halliday, The Making of the Second Cold Wpr74.
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capabilities enough to respond to the first attacker. In 1960, the nucledf wasd
completed when the USSR and the USA added nuclear submarines to their nuclear
weapons delivery vehicles. Nuclear submariaes crucial to nuclear deterrence.
These submarines, whose location cannot be determined, made the-stekend
capacity possible. Some of the nuclear weapons are deployed in the form of bombers
in continuous flight around the earth in the air, some mundebmarines 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 witie seconetrike cgacity and the secorstrike
capacity has deterred the parties from making the first attack.

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

by the Executive Secretary on Basic National Security Poliag approved by

Eisenhower The US national security poligromoted the birth of a new policy of

deterrence known as massive retaligtemilitary doctrine that put forward the US
nuclearstrategpAccor di ng t o NSC 162/ 2, Ain the event
will consider nuclear weapons to be available for use as other murittons

John Foster Dulles, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Eisenhower government
between 1953 and 1959 aade 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? Massive retaliation sategy 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 18&ih fiexperts and
citizensin the United States who had hoped thatWnéed States would accomplish

“ ANucl ear Triad, o E n bttpsc/imewpbibtainhiea.conBtopic/hualetiad, ¢ a |
(accessed June 15, 2021).

B®ANSC 162/ 2: A Report to the Na tretaryonBasiSNatomal i t y Counci
Security Policy, Washington, Copy 4@ctober 30, 1953), p.22.

%Samuel F. Well s, #AThe ORoliticaliSoience@bartevig6sns.il (1881)Ret al i at i on
p.35.
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this scientific advancement firét” but the most important event that troubled the US
considerably was a repdttabout the longange 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 oknowledge about the actual number of the USSR
intercontinental ballistic mi®ssiles occul

The continuous increase in nuclear arsenals of the USA and the USSR caused the
deterrence policy to be reconsidered. Indeed, both baktsuge numbers of nuclear
weapons, and in the event of a war, they could be completely destroyed. Wohlstetter

explained this situation with the artidihe Delicate Balance of Terrot®

From 1957 to 1961, the missile gap issue continuaffeéot the US nuclear strateéf.

The US national security policy changed dramatically on 20 January 1961 when the
incoming John F. Kennedy administration began to replace Dwight D. Eiserthower
Amassive retaliationo wi tsé Bausingelargelgdnr at e g
theendof the USSR threat to Western Europdiexible response strategy was seen

as a importantchange that enhangdehe secalled deterrence by offering flexible

nuclear options to the president and increasing tradition@iebiiodeal withvarious

military crisest®?

“ HAThe Launch of Sputni k, 1957, ohttps:/i2008 . Deps
2009.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/lw/103729.hitaccessed June 15, 2021).

% Greg Thielmann A The Missile Gap Myth and I ts Proge
https://lwww.armscontrol.org/act/2040b/missilegapmyth-its-progeny (accessed June 15, 2021).

% |bid.

WAl bert Wohlstetter, fAThe Del i ca(Decentberll,alds8)e of T
https://www.rand.org/pubs/papers/P1472.hifatcessed June 15, 2021).

101 McGeorge BundyDanger and SurvivalNew York: Random House, 198%.334.

“Francis J. Gavin, @AThe Myth of Flexible Respons:
1 9 6 OTke,Indernational History Revie@8 no. 4, (2001), p.847.
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In 1962, the Cuban Missile Crisishe peak of the Cold War, confronted two

| eader ships. The i mportance of concepts suc
Terror o and fAMADO h aetaliaeomsdrategevehs abdntioeedbya s si v e
President John F. Kennedyuring the Cuban Missile Crisist was replaced by the

more refined, but equally ambiguous flexible response strategfit o det er al | w
general or limited, nuclear or conventional, laoge s H#fal | . 0

According to the flexible response strategy, the US#ald respond to the USSRs
activities with all kinds of weapons to the extent that it finds suitdfile. iexible
responsestrategyprevents the direct use of nuclear weapons in a pesaitackand
foresees the limited use of tactical nuclear weapons in case of failure of conventional
weapons and finally the realization of a laggale nuclear attack. In other words, the
flexible response strategwhich aims to preventargescale nuclear war and
concentrates on conventional armament, has suggested the priority use-cdrefmrt

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

Tactical nuclear weapons, also known as-stvategic nuclear weaps, are designed

to be usedn battlefields for military purposes. There are various types of tactical
nuclear weapons such as unguided bombs, underwater bombs, nuclear torpedoes, land
mines, artillery shellsand shorrange missiles. With these weaparsable 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 spirt f t he A FI| e xreded 6S slpesacg n' s e 0
and multiple options in the 1960Ehis strategy had the task of twaay targeting,

such as &ounterforce strikandcountervalue strikewhich would provide resilience

in a crisis where th&S could stregthen both'** The purpose of the counterforce

strike was to eliminate and accordingly limit the USSR nuclear forces. In addition to

103 iJFK and Fl exible httBse//eigbo n s e , 0
clear.unt.edu/course_projects/HIST2610/content/08_Unit_Eight/25_lesson_twenty
five/10_jfk_flex_resp.htm, (accessed June 15, 2021).

104 Smoke,National Security and Nuclear Dilemma: An Introduction to the American Experippce
116117.
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this damagedimiting mission, the guaranteed destruction mission aimed at destroying
USSR countervalue targetsincluding USSR cities and industrial area®
Counterforce and countervals@ategiesaimed at preventing the enemy from using

their weaponsnd responding through deterreniég.

In the late 1960s, the USSR military builg@ in terms of ICBMs finally began to take
place. It reached a higher level than the woeste predictions. In terms of ICBMs, the
parity emerged between th&End the USSR. Ab, the USSR started the deployment

of submarindaunched ballistianissiles ELBMs). 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 exntit 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 asconsidered the most desirable until the 1h8¥0s!°’ With

the impending equity, and especially with the development of the USSR SLBMs,
McNamara under Johns@nrule partially abandoned the damdigating approach

and underlined the duty of guaranteeddhsured destruction missi&if.

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 numbelSSRmissiles and in the late 1960s to
balance thesecond offensive capability of theSldleploying an early version of the
Anti-Ballistic Missile ABM) system in the USSR region. Consequently, the Johnson

105 Smoke,National Security and Nuclear Dilemma: An Introduction to the American Experippce
115-116.

RUS Nuclear Deterrence Policy and Its Probl ems
https://www.swpberlin.org/en/publication/usucleardeterrencepolicy-andits-problems (accessed
June 15, 2021).

107 Smoke,National Security and Nuclear Dilemma: An Introduction to the American Experippce
125-127.

108 Smoke,National Security and Nuclear Dilemma: An Introduction to the American Experippce
125126-207.
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administration announced its intention to establish an ABM system known as the
fiSentinel &°

2.3.2. The USSR Strategy

At the close oWWW I, the US introduced nuclear weapoike USSR under Stalis
leadership appeared to ignore the impact of nuclear weapons on sffaisgjrategic

approach changed so rapidly after the death of Stalin.

For many years aftavVW 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 &L960s that the USSR delivery systdrmadbegun to

approach the US levels in warhead numbers and megatoHfiage.

In the 1950s, ballistic and cruise missile technologies, jet engindsartificial earth
satellites were introduced, as well as computersaata@matic control systems. These

significant events were known in the USSR asftkeolution in military affairs &t

Nuclear weapons changed the nature and methods of armed struggle at a strategic level
asthey were able to fulfill the militai strategic tasks without operational art and
tactics. However, until Stalda death in 1953, the arnof the USSRcould not begin

to explore the full strategic potential of newsms Although Stalin pushed for the
development of theébomin, he downplayed stimportance and did not encourage the

army to formulate a new strategy involving nuclear weapths.

09 3 AnRal | i stic Mi ssile Treaty Chronology, o Federat:
https://fas.org/nuke/control/abmt/chron.htfaccessed June 15, 2021).

110 Halliday, The Making of the Second Cold WpI53.

1 ARussian/ Sovi etFederabomc t af i nAgngrizan Scientists (FAS),
https://fas.org/nuke/guide/russia/doctrine/intro.hfatcessed June 15, 2021).
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Although the first nuclear teskplosion othe USSRhappened in 194%¢ transition
to nuclear strategy began in the pi@50s wherthe military thinkeis of the USSR
began to realize the importance of surprise, the early period of the war, and the use of

nuclear attacko ago determine the course and outcoméhefwar.

In the 1950s, the increased mobility of armor and the striking power of nuclear
wegpons strengthened the concept of deep attack operation. The scope and depth of an
operational attack grew and intensifi@ithe military thinkersof the USSRoelieved

they could achieve a decisive victory by launching-ggtive nuclear attacks on
targets behind the enemy and then encircling, cytang destroying the eneidsy

troops with nuclear and conventional ammunitibiiThe nilitary writersof the USR

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

massive nuclear attacks could affect the success of operations.

In February 1955, Marshal Pavel A. Rotmistrov published a groundbreaking article on
isur pr i s egazing of thet Us8Roemaaia mys$ (Military Thought)!'® He
stressed the importance of landing the fige-emptived nuclear strike to destroy the
enemys weapons, the second while preparing a surprise attaBince the mid
1950s, the concept of ptese of an enendy nuclear weapons has firmly placed in the
military thinking of the USSR.

During the early period ofhe 1950s, nuclear strategy in the USSR remained for
whatever reason heavily influenced by tramhtil military strategyMoreover,in those

early years of nuclear weapons of the US, its nuclear advantage was against the
USSR sonventional superiority in Europe.

B Russian/ Soviet Doctrine. o

114 1bid.

115 John Pi ke, iWeapons of Mas s Destruction
https://lwww.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/russia/intro.htfaccessed June 15, 2021).

118 | bid.

34


https://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/russia/intro.htm

When theUSSR military began to see nuclear weapons particularly suitable for
general warfare, they needed a strategy for their use. In 1957, a seriedevetop
military seminars helped leaders develop elements of a new nuclear strategy. The
USSRweaponssucceedn 1957, and Khrushchev became confident enough to claim
the USSRsuperiority in missilen Pravdaon 22Novemberl1957"to cast doubt on
theUS assumption that theS was militarily stronger than the USSiRPravdaon 26
Januay 19588 to throw out the traditional Stalinist concept é€apitalist
encirclement because it waBno longer clear who encircles whonm an Interview

with Paris Figaro o19 March1958'°and to contend that the situation was such that
the West wouldihardly dae to unleash a war against the countries of the Socialist
camm S$peech in Krasnodar, Pravda, 160ctober1 9582°. Advances irthe USSR
weapons in 1957 seemed to have resolved the-damgvalent problemni ruling
circlesof the USSRabout the adequa®f deterrenceA group of military strategists

of the USSRunder Marshal Sokolovskii continued their seminar wétdn 1927,
they published the firdl SSRthesis on strategy, Military Strategy, in 1962.

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 fAmust al wa¥y®n be superi

January 1960Khr ushchev announced the new nucl ear

1 Donald S. agori a, AiThe 1957 Mosc&awv Cenf diieepineg eandd t he S
Quarterly 7 (1961), p.20.

118 |bid.

119 bid.

120 | pid.

Pl Russian/ Soviet Doctrine. o

122 | bid.

125 . R. PRrmalysis bf Syperfiower Nuclear Strategy: CompellenceGangpeting Paradigm to
that of Deterrence6 PhD t hesi s, London School of Economics and
1991, p.148.
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Supreme USSR. 0 According to Khrushchev,
rather than war. Despite Khrushclieemphasi®n the deterrence and reduction of

military manpower fSokolovskiics Military Strategp stressed the need for
apocalyptic scenarios and mass armies for a world war with nuclear weé&bbnes.

idea of prevention reappearedh a transcontinental basisathas the USSR had
purchased nuclear ICBMs and could threaten the US territory. Sokolovskii argued that
the USSR side should Ablocko an attack by
nuclear strikes on the enefsyterritory'?® These attacks not only steoy the enents

weapons but also the enefawill 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 ofNWW Il were published in military jounalsof the USSR suggesting that

there wasaninterest in the methods of projecting military forces far ftbmborders

of the USSR?®However, beyond the creation of a small naval fordeith 1963and

1964, there was no sudden change in polim that interest, and the missions
performed indicated that it was designed tfog amphibious operationi& orderto

support a ground operation in general warfaséead of thelistant limited warole 12’

In the mid1960s, the USSR miilitary leadershitpempted to add new, less destructive,
strategic options, not only as a receptionatflexible response strategy but also
because the leaders began to doubt the possibility of a true victory in a nucl&r war.

fiThe end of the period saw approximately equality in strategic nuclear weapons and

223 Russian/ Soviet Doctrine. o

125 | bid.

126 Geoffrey JukesThe development of Soviet Strategic Thinking Since (©@dBbera: Australian
National University Press, 19),2.30.

127 |bid., p.30.

22 Russian/ Soviet Doctrine. o
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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 1932°

The strategy of the USSR regarding nucleaapeoss 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 cdteoUSSR
entered a nuclear arms race to balance the nuclparistty 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-timed of the world economy even though

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

allocating resources to weapons was a problem.

2.3.3. The European Strategy

Substantially, in terms of nuclear strategy, Europeanmumtear allies and European
nuclear allies completely relied on NATO nuclear umbreitduding 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 themsBl#d©d& nuclear sharing

was made through the United States despite the fact that the UK and Raanhad

a nuclear capabilityin 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 coritext of
NATO nuclearumbrella. This has been met to a great extent by thé&-@iSnstance,

West Germany began using nuclear energy in the 1960s with the help of NATO,
however, in the early 1970s, a strong-amitlear movement formed with local groups

organizing protests against the construction of new plahts.

When Europevasscrutinized from the point of nuclear weapamghe 1960sboth

the UK andFrance had their own nuclear forcemlike West Germany The UK

129 Jukes,The development of Soviet Strategic Thinking Since 1038,

0 AGermanWNucl ear Phaseout Expl ai @ue ,16, 200®,ut sc he
https://lwww.dw.com/en/germanysiclearphaseouexplained/a39171204 (accessed June 15, 2021).
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carried out the first successful nuclear test on 2 October 1952 whereasrEsdizeé

its first nuclear test o3 October 19663 In fact, hat shows that Europeould not

be definad the nuclear strategy as a single. This is becthese were either nen
nuclearweapon states or nuclear weapon states in Eutogaldition, @en though
not only the UKbut also France hatleir ownnuclear weapons, they did not offer the
common use ofhesenuclear weapons to Europdoreover, West Germany did not
have its own nuclear weapons, but it sought protection via nuclear weapons within the
framework of NATO. This situatiofed andconverged with the US policy of staying
a monopoly on the issue of nuclear weapdhgclear shang has been an important
component of US policy towards the Wédte nclusion ofnonnuclear countries and
West Germany, in a joint NATO forperould discourage them from seeking deterrents
of their own, andn that way,it raisedEuropean unity to ensei\Western European

security!32

In the 1950s and 1960s, West Germany and Walse compliantvith the USwishes
aboutthe storage of nuclear weapons on their soivall as after alltheir potential
use in a European wat

On the other handrranceraiseal the concernsin March1966, 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 Gaullgs rejection of US leadership and the withdrawal of French forces from the
integrated military structure of NAT&? For that understanding, the French come

Bl s PRI Yearbook of World Affmamept 248nd Disar mam

2Andrew Priest, fAThe President, the o6Theol ogians
and NATO Nu c ITRedntern&itnal HistorygRewe83, no. 2 (2011), p.260.

¥AiThe U.S. Nuclear Preselme,i nPaWds tleron NRAUri oomes,l
https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefidgpok/nuclearvault/202007-21/usnuclearpresencevestern
europel9541962 (accessed June 15, 2021).

¥¥priest, AThe President, the 6Theol ogiansd and th
Nucl ear Sharing, o0 p.257.
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first. France wanted their owinorce de frappe For FranceyWashington might not use
their weapons at all in a crisi&

Sharing possession of nuclear capabilibéshe USstrengthead NATO during the
1960s in Europe.

2.4. The NPT: The International Framework of Arms Control

Why isthe Treatyon the NonrProliferation of Nuclear WeaporBIPT) important? It

can be stated that cessation of the continuing arms race and preventing the war
technology can be realized throughr@atyon general and complete disarmament a

well asnon-proliferation ofnuclear weapons under strict and effective international
control. The NPT can be shaws a good example of that since it withraamble and

elevenArticles, 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 nucleardknology as well as to promote nuclear disarmament
(Article 6)'36,

but it has not achieved in general and complete disarmament for years, yet.

In the Cold War periodnuclear weapons productiontensified.A treaty had been
signed byboth nonnuclearweapon states amiclearweapon stateis orderto avert
the danger of a nuclear war. Disarmament can be grasped as the best protection against

the outbreak of a nuclear waiowever, achieving that has been difficult.

With the NPT, nuclear weapons were enormously eliminaiedertheless, the NPT

has not prevented nuclear proliferation as well as not aolgietal disarmameni he

¥ The U. S. NuictWestarmEudpeel9s8 @62, Part | . 0

¥¥3Treaty &mwlifetatioe of Nuzlear Weapons (NPT) Text of the Tréatynited Nations
Oof fice for Di sar mament Af fairs (UNODA) , o
https://lwww.un.org/disarmament/wmadiciear/npt/text(accessed June 15, 2021).
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structural problem of the NPT iBatgeneral and complete nuclear disarmament will
not be able to be achievable.

The NPT is the only binding commitment in a multilatérahtyto the goal of general

and complete disarmament by the nucl@anpon states. It was opened for signature

at London, Moscowand Washington on 1 July 1968 and eediento force on 5 March

197037 0On 11 May 1995, states parties to freaty agreed without a vote on the

Treatyd s i ndefinite extension and decided tF
be heldevery five years3® In other words, every five years, parties to the NPT meet

to review its implementation.

The structure of &reatyto uphold nuclear noeproliferation as a norm of international
behavior had become clear by the #iRb50s, and by 1968 final agreement hadrb
reached on dreatythat would prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, enable
cooperation for the peaceful use of nuclear energy and further the goal of achieving

general nuclear disarmamét.

From 1953 to 1969, it was called the period of Qetcity Antagonism, which was

one in which attempts were made to lessen confrontation andareagheement, and

to detach some of the tensions internal to each camp from theesistonfrontation

as explained by Fred Hallida§® The Treatywas signed irthat period, and it was
entered into force in the D®tente -period
out arms race, btherhetoric of peace and pursuit of agreed levels of armament from

1969 to 1979*! Even thoughthe NPT was the output of the Cold War, it has not

BaTreaty -®not héeNami on of Nucl ear Weapeo¥esrs ( NPT) , ¢
of Building a Safer World, https://www.nti.org/learn/treatiesndregimes/treatyon-the-non
proliferationof-nuclearweapons/(accessed June 15, 2021).

¥aTreaty &mwlifetatioe of Nuzlear Weapons (NPT) Text of the Tréatynited Nations
Of fice for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA). O

¥fiBackground I nformation, o The 2005 Review Confe
Proliferation of NucleeWeapons (NPT).

140 Halliday, The Making of the Second Cold WpI3.

141 bid., p.6.
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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 nonnuclear weapons states. This is significant because it is the only binding
multilateral treaty with the aim of total disarmament by nucleaeapon states.
Currently, a total of 191 states have joined Tmeaty, including the five nuclear
weapon sties; China, France, United Kingdom, Rusaiad the United Staté4? The

Treaty defines nuclear weapon states as theke have built and tested a nuclear
explosive device before 1 January 1¥87amely, 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 th&reatyand might develop nuclear weapons outside it. Besides, North

Korea is the onlygtate to have leftthe NPRK.i bar ojJj |l u and Sauer stated

Each day the antiuclear 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 No+ProliferationTreaty(NPT), which entered into force in 1970
and i s t he corner st one -poofiferation draly 6 s
disarmament regim&?

Therefore, although the NPT is a promingeatyin terms of disarmament and ron
proliferation of nuclear weapons, it seems difficult to approach those targets in the
foreseeable future. This is because whereas states partiesTiedfyemay realize
those aims by themselves, there are states noep&otthe NPT, which can continue

to develop and increase nuclear weapons. This cathdeason why complete
disarmament has not been achieved. Thus, it is used to jtistifyms race in the

existing system.

“iTreaty ®nol héeNamnion of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)

WATreaty &mlifetatior of Nuzlear Weapons (NPT) Text of the Tréatynited Nations
Of fice for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA). O

YMustafa Kibarojlu and Tom Sauer, AMr . Trump,
Weapons in Europe Are Obsolétésight Turkeyl9, no. 3 (January 2017), p.25.
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2.5. SALT Negotiations

Strategic Arms Limitabn Talks SALT) I on limiting both Anti-Ballistic Missile

(ABM) defensive systems and strategic nuclear offensive sy¥temas fully
launched in Helsinkon 17November 196 the period toward® ® t e Thé raost
important of the agreements that emerged during the negotiat@asan interim
agreement on certain measures limiting strategic offensive arms and tHzafistic

Missile (ABM) Treatyon the limitation of strategic defensive systebBgring Nixonts

visit to Moscow in May 1972they were signed by Nixon and Brezhnev within the
framework of SALT I*%® Of these treaties, an interim agreement expired five years
later. The ABM Treatywasacepted for an indefinite period of time and geattioth

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 ABA Treatyin June 2002 by enacting this article in December
2001, on the grounds thatt Ahampers our ability to Kk
defensive weapons necessary to defend America against the true threats of the 21st

centtryo

The ABM Treaty concermd the limitation of the antballistic missile system. The
Treatylimited both sides to only two ankallistic missile deployment zones, one in

the capital and the other in an ICBM launch site. Eachhbatiistic missile fieldwas

limited to 100launch systems and 100 interceptor missilesnandate all early
warning radars directed outward around the country to prevent the establishment of a

nationwide war management systéhalsocoveredsystems based on other principles,

YRATreaty on t he -Blail miitsdatiiconMi eafsi Aat iSystems (ABM
Initiative - Ten Years of Building a Safer Worldttps://www.nti.org/learn/treatiesndregimes/treaty
limitation-anti-ballistic-missile systemsabmtreaty/ (accessed June 15, 2021).

146 iStrategic Ar ms Limitation Tal ks, 0
https://www.britannica.com/event/Strategicms-Limitation-Talks (accessed June 15, 2021).

Y AThe -BAartlii stic Mi ssile Tr eat y(Auglisk 24, a200le d , o T
https://lwww.theguardian.com/world/2001/aug/24/qanda(@s&essed June 15, 2021).
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such as lasers addition to traditional interceptor missiles, ragarsdlaunch pads?®

With the agreement granting both countries the right to install only twédaltitic

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, strengthenttet MAD strategy**® 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.

Anothertreatywassigned under SALT &boutattack missiles. Within the framework

of the interim aggreement, the number ekisting intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) and submarintauncted Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs) was frozen at current
levels for a period of 5 year$hanks to thatan 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 samember of old missiles, preserving the upper limit

for ballistic missiles.

TheUSSRandthe USnuclear weapon systems were different from each other, as both
sides developed #se systemm accordance with their nuclear strategy. The USSR
continued to develop and deploy heavy ballistic missiles and had caught up with the
US leadership itandbasedCBMs. The USA, on the other hand, had the upper hand

in warhead, bombeand missile accacy.

What is significant-shentegbcdhas tUubhedt eomdal
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 oppétdritus, they

are different from tactical nuclear weapons, shorter raage intended to be used

within a battlefield. More commonly, and especially as a consequence of the SALT

¥ Lawrence D. FrBead d masrt,i c A Aitsisi | e Treaty, O Encycl
https://www.britannica.com/event/ArBallistic-Missile-Treaty, (accessed June 15, 2021).

149 |bid.

% Aworl d Ar mament s and Di sar mament , S|1 PRI Year b
https://lwww.sipri.org/sites/default/files/SIPRI1%20Yearbook%201980 (adcessed June 15, 2021).
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debate, such weapons have been defined asageayweapons, a terthatindicaes
that they constitute contentious issues in arms control negotiatfons.

The outline of SALT Il was created a year lasdren Brezhnev visited Washington.
The secondpart of SALT Negotiationbegan in late 197BecauseSALT | did not
put back each sideto increasetheir forceswith the deployment of Multiple
Independently Targeted Hentry Vehicles (MIRVS) ortheir ICBMs and SLBMs,
SALT Il focused orrestricting andafter all,reducing, the number of MIR\A§?

The negotiations involved thadministrations of Nixon, Gerald Ford, and Jimmy
Carter, also sought to prevent both sides from making qualitative breakthroughs that

would destabilize the strategic relationship again.

In November 1974, taVladivostok Summit, Ford and Brezhneacceptedthe

fundamentaframework of a SALT Il agreemenivhich involved

a 2,400 limit on strategic nuclear delivery vehictegch adCBMs, SLBMs,
and heavy bomberfer each sidea 1,320 limit on MIRV systems ban on
new landbased ICBM launcher@nd limits onthe] deployment of new types
of strategic offensive arns*

Following the Vladivostok agreements, two countries were unable to resolve two other
major problems in SALT,Ithe number of strategic bombers and the total number of
warheads in each counfsyarsenat® 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 thé\BT negotiationst>® At the same time, the USSR

BlgwWorl d Armaments and Disar mament , SI PRI Yearboo

2 f/iStrategic Ar ms Limitations Tal ks/ Treaty ( SAL
https://history.state.gov/eistones/1969.976/salt (accessed June 15, 2021).

153 | bid.

154 bid.

155 | bid.

156 |bid.
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tried to limit the deployment of the US Aliraunched Cruise Missiles (ALCMs) but
were unsuccessful, and then, verification also divided two countries, but they
eventually decided to use National Technical Me@iTM), involving the collection

of electronic signals known as telemetry and the use of gkotmnaissance
satellites'®’

On 18 June 197%HALT Il was signed in Vienna at the Summit Meeting between
Carter who were elected after Nixoand 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 lemagge cruise missilean 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 launchey, heavy bombers, and -&@-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
198118

During SALT Il meetings issues related to eaabthes weapons, which are
considered to be sherdnge but that result in longange missiles durindpeuse were

discussed between th&les.

The US tried to include these weapons of the opposing side within the scope of
strategic nuclear by showing thaéility of backfire bombers owned by théSSRto
strike the USsoil by replenishing in the air and return back to W&soil while the

USSRtried to include these weapons of the other side in the scope of strategic nuclear.

Following a written promise bihe USSRthatbackfires production vould not be more
than 30 per year and that the aircradiuld not be transformed into an intercontinental
role, backfire was not subject to significant restrictions in SALTY1The USSR

"AStrategic Arms Limitations Talks/ Treaty (SALT) |
B AStrategic Ar ms Limitation Tal ks hipS/R208 11),
2017.state.gov/t/isn/5195.hfifaccessed June 15, 2021).

¥ awrence Freedman, i Ne gButletinof the®tomic SzientisBuno.11@ ar For ce s

(1983) pp. 2223.
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invasioninto Afghanistan in 1979 put an end to the possibility of acceptingd¢iagy,
which was submitted to thgS Senate for approval after it was sign&tis is why

the US public, uncomfortable with the strength gained by tH8SR in nuclear
armament, thought th&ALT Il was against the United States. In January 1980, Carter
withdrew the criticized SALT Il from the Senate.

2.6. NATO Response to the SR0 Missile: The DuatTrack Decision

The background history of the INFeatywa s t he f i r stifheDuati od of
Track Decisiorof NATOOto reactto theUSSRSS20 and a negotiation record which
finally achieved what almost no one would have expected when negotiators first sat

down in Geneva®®

In the mid1960s, the USSR deployed-8%&nd S missiles that threatened Europe
and the Far East.

In the late 1970s, the USSR introduced a new nucligaable intermediat@ange
missile, the S&0, or the RSELO Pioneer, with a nuclear warhead, to replalder
models of the intermediatange missiles, S8 and S missiles. The S30 could
potentially strike any target in Europe, Southeast /Amid Alaska from deep inside

the USSR territoryHence Western Europe fearagkopolitical vulnerability. Irthe
1970s, it was faced withneconomic 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 responseGiven strategic nuclear parity between the US and the USSR, also,
the USSR increasing in its INF assétsvas prominent tahink about redefininghe

disparities of military power irthe European continent. The US was concerned that

%yl rich K¢ghn, fdABack t o t heThéINRTreatyeo?1987020), N3&5Y Mi s s i |
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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 adogidee DualTrack
Decisiord*®! to effectively mounaresponse to the growing USSR threat crediie.

Dual Track Decision (DTDO) 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 deployimeyv US intermediateange ballistic and
cruise missiles to Europe. Secondly, the acorgtrol track involved bilateral Usnd
USSR negotiationso asto secure a reduction afitermediaterange missilesThe
second track, announced by B&sident RonaliReagan in November 1981, was the
socal | ed i 25 the USowwuldi canoebits deployments in exchange for the
elimination of all the USSR shorteange and intermediatange missiles. Ministers
noted that NAT@ sesolve in implementing DTD was tkey factor in persuading the
USSR to enter into arms control negotiations in Geneva and would continue to be
crucial to achieving concrete results.

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 I,

focused on the second main axis of the INF treaty, arms control. That is why this

BlaCommuni qu® of a F&goga and Défendd dmistéranBrusseld” T2ecember
1979, 0 NATO Arhtpk:fachaves.n@midt/comrauniqoéspeciaimeetingof-foreign
and-defenceministersbrusselsl 2th-decembet1 979 (accessed June 15, 2021).

2 Russian Compl i an c-RangeiNuctear Ednces (INF) Treaty:nBackgroartd and
| ssues f oCongiessiogal Resear@eovice(January 18, 2019), p.14.

163 AFinal Communi qu®, 0
https://lwww.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts 23146.htm?selectedLocalé¢aecessed June 15,
2021).
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chaptershows 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 gtting 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 supgaod 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 alewJS 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 uputdear 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 ttit 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 mmwee 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 beginnitigerréhan total

disarmament.
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CHAPTER 3

THE MAKING AND WORKING OF THE INF  TREATY

3.1. Introduction

The emergence process of the I NF treaty was
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 wo extents, both disarmament and arms control.

This chapter focuses on when and why the ideheofNF 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 imtgiof content to grasp both disarmament and arms

control dimensions of the treaty.

3.2. Negotiationsand Signing ofthe INF Treaty

In the mid1970s, the USSR reached strategic parity with thenlt8rms of nuclear

forces which led to bing qualitative and quantitate changesn European security.

The negotiations of the INfeatybegan in November 1981. The main objective of
the US during the negotiations was to restrict the Ub$Rreasing and modern

Multiple Independently Targetable Hmntry Vehicles(MIRVed) and SS20s. The
49
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USSR accepted to eliminate all mediwamge ballist missiles such as S%s, SS

5s and S$4s in exchange fdheelimination of the US Pershing Il missiles as well as
the US GLCMs, deployed against-88s in Europe in 198%4 The deployment of the
US was made by taking into account of NADDalTrack Dedgsionin 1979.

The change in Western policy towards the USSR represented dyutddrack
Decisionfound the USSR completely unprepared. They could not see the significance
of what was happening. In the era of Brezhnev (1B&2R), with the support dhe
equally aging GromykoMinister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR 957%1985),the

USSR Government logihe 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, doelg assumptions and
reorganizing poty in a completely new line, therefore, it took a while for the USSR

to get used to the new reality.

At the outsetthe USSR refused to enter into preliminary talks unless NATO revoked
the deployment decisiabout its tactical nuclear weapohswever, in July 198@he
USSR position changed and preliminary negotiations began in Geneva in the autumn
of 198016°

The US approach to the negotiations developed through extensive consultations within

NATO required that any INF agreement would reqtire

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 adversaffect NATG& conventional
defense capability; arfak effectively verifiable®

184 Thomas Graham, JDisarmament Sketches: Three Decades of Arms Control and International Law
(Seattle Washington: Institute for Global and Regional Security Studies), 200Q7.

165 Thomas Graham and Damien J. LaVeZarnerstones of Security: Arms Control Treaties in the
Nuclear Era(Seattle: Univ. of Washington Press, 2008513

166 il NF Treaty, O u. S. Depart ment
https://lwww.acq.osd.mil/asda/iipm/sdc/tc/inf/INFexecsum,Hmecessed June 15, 2021).
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At the beginning of the talks, the USSRs againsthe deployment of any US INF
missiles in European soils anffereda ceiling for 30fimediumrange® missiles and
nuclearcapable aircraft for both sidewith nuclear forcesof Britain and France

counting toward the ceiling for the Wesf.

Helmut Schmidt was isolated within his own Social Democratic Party and
swept from office. However, Helmut Kohl arttie 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 198%

On 8 March 1983, Reagan underlined thatUSSRvas an fAevil empireo, a
agai nst Aappe as-eales muciear faepzé sofuttors eproposed by

some &

On 23 March 1983%eannouncea fiStrategic Defense Initiative (S@)a major shift

in the US position that had so far embraced the doctrine of MAD to maintain strategic
stability,andto create a spadeased ballistic missile shield thaight protect against

the USSRhuclear attack!®

In the first two years of the negations that ended with the USSR leaving on 23
November 1983, the Ushderlinedthefizero optio preference even as it introduced

the concept of an interim agreement based on equally low numerals of INF sy$tems.

The Reagan administrati@enterecbn updatingthe US strategic nuclear arsenal and

acceleratingan overall military extension Nonethelessin November 1983, Reagan

¥l nter-RMandgatsMucl ear Forces Treaty (httpsB200r eaty), 0 U. ¢
2017.state.gov/t/avc/trty/102360.httaccessed June 15, 2021).

188 [ The Eur omi ssiol e Ai $h owdoorwne, (Jardaryy a289,i n20230
https://www.airforcemag.com/article/theairomissileshowdown/ (accessed June 15, 2021).

18 A U-RBussia Nucl ear Ar ms Control, o Counci l or
https://www.cfr.org/timeline/usussianucleararmscontrol (accessed June 15, 2021).

170 | bid.

"Ml nteemadgat Nucl ear Forces Treaty (I NF Treaty). o
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tenderedthe USSR with a secalled fizero optiord in which all USSR and US
intermediataange nuclear missiles would be removed from installations around the

world.17?

Reagaralso offeredafiStrategic Arms Reductiofreaty(START),0which seeks deep
cuts in warhead counts and delivery vehié¢fé3he USSRvasconcerned thaheUS
and NATOstartedto deploy the Pershing Il missile system in Western Euttipe.

INF negotiations were not done in 1984. The US deployments were used radplan
in West Germany, Italyand the UK, while preparations for deployment in Belgium

weremaintained-"°

In January 1985the US and the USSR agreed to resume talks on the reduction of
strategic nuclear weapons and meditange missileen European sqiland to begin
thethird series of negotiations @preventing an arms race in spaé® The Nuclear

and Space Talks (NS;Ta new bilateral forum, was formed for negotiatibffs.

TheUS and the USSRlecidedthatall questions related tihese three areasowid be
coped with in relation to each other. The negotiatiomsildvbe led by a single
delegation from both sides, divided into three groups, one for defense and space, one

123 U .-Raissia Nuclear Arms Control

173 bid.

174 |bid.

S Alnter-madgat eNucl ear F o https/Mas.olfg/hukefchnirad/inf/iftra. I8m
(accessed June 15, 2021).

"Don Oberdorfer, #AU.S., Soviets to Resume Ar ms
January 9, 1985httpsi//www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1985/01/0%usietsto-resume
armstalks/ea807b4574846c298133ecc89574c34[accessed June 15, 2021).

YA 1 nt e r-Remgk Nucleae Forces Treaty (INF Trealy)
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for START, and one for INF. Official negotiations in all threeeas resumed in March
1985178

In the fall of 1985, the USSR gave hints of the possibility of an INF deal independent
of START or defense and space issti@#s the US GLCM deployments contirdje

the USSR outlined a provisional INF agreement that woutthadome US GLCMs

in Europe, howevemould allow SS20 warheads to equal the sum of all warheads in
the US, British, and French systetfi$The USSR also offered to freeze INF systems

in Asia, subject to the US acceptance of its proposals and on the @onllit Asiés

strategic situation did not chandfg.

The USSR with Gorbachev returned to the table of negotiatioh888because its

attitude about the European related IN&s changedGorbachev 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 dtstes.

introduced the policiesdf g | a,6 hbost an grove elatirts with the \IVast

and more open in dealingwith@andi per e ®t moidlkea ni zi ng and rebui
USSR?#2

In November 1985, President Reagan and Secretary General Gorbachev met in
Geneva, where they issued a joint statement calling fooasponal agreement on
INF.183

81 nt e r-Reagk Nucleag Forces Tredtyl NF Treaty) . 0

179 |bid.

180 | bid.

181 | bid.

¥3The Rol e o The Bl oftihe €didewar Higher History Revison BBC Bi t esi ze, 0
BBC News,https://www.bbc.co.uk/bitesize/guides/zq63b9qg/revisip(dbcessed June 15, 2021).

8fH Joi ntUnSiotveide tSt at es St atement on the Summit Meeting i
Library & Museum, https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/j@iovietunitedstates
statemensummitmeetinggeneva(accessed June 15, 2021).
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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 shortemge missiles, since these systemsouauer

the same targets as longange system&*

A series of higHevel meetings were held in August and September.188ér those
meetings,a meeting between Reagan and Gorbackhas heldin October 1986 in
Reykjavik, Icelandin Reykjavik, boththe US and the USSR ruan with equal global
ceilings for systems capable of carrying 100 INF missiladheadsnone of which in
Europe would not be deployed® The USSR suggestettie freezing of shorteiange

missile deployments and decidedpiinciple, to intrusive orsite verification®®

On 28 February 1987, the USSRroducedits readiness tattain a divided INF

agreement®’

On 4 March 1987, th&)S put on the table a draft INffeatytext reflecting thedeal
attainedn Reykjavik and presged a comprehensive verification regiffigln April,

the USSR submitted its drafeaty. By July,it adopted athe principleto some of the
provisions of the US comprehensive verification regimeglving data exchange, en

site inspection of the elimination aswellas INF s si | e i nventoori es

site inspectiort®

However, in a major change, the USSR side proposed the inclusion of US warheads

in the West German Pershing IA missile systéti$he US responded by reaffirming

B4 | NF Dreaty

185 |bid.

%3 |1 nt e r-Reagk Nucleae Forces Treaty (INF Treaiy)

A1 NF Dreaty

188 | bid.

¥ |1 nt e r-Reagk Nucleae Forces Treaty (INF Trealy)

190 | bid.
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that the INF negotiations were between otilg US and USSR, and could not be
included thirdcountry systems or affect existing cooperation motféls.

Gorbachev proposed the elimination of US and USSR-sAoge missiles aheetings

with Secretary Shultz in Moscow in April 198% At the North Atlantic Council
meeting in June 1987, NATO foreign ministers expressed their support for the global
elimination of all US and USSR intermediatge and shorteange missile systems.

On 15 June 1987, Reagaffieredthe abolition of all US and USSR shaog@inge missile

systems.

On 22 July 1987, Gorbacheweighed in witha idouble global zemtreatyso asto

eliminate intermediateangemissilesand shorterange missiles after theS in a

formal way introducedi t s Agl obal doubl e zeroo positio
elimination d all US and USSR forcée'$3

On 26 August 1987, Chancellor Kohl announced YastGermany would dismantle
72 Pershing IA missiles and would not be replaced ujpittatingweapons if theJS
and the USSR scrapped all INF missiles as envisioned in the redtdtng'®* This

was a unilateral declaration byestGermany notapart of the INRreaty.

In September 1987, bothe US and the USSRgreed in principle to conclude the
treatybefore the end of the year. On 8 December 1987, thdriEywas signed by
Reagan and Gorbachev at a summit meeting in Washihitéa. the time of its
signing, thetreatys verification regime was both a r taicamgléie abolition of all

PilfTreaty Between the United States of America and th
Elimination of their Intermediat®ange and ShortlRange Mi ssi les, 06 U. S. Depart me
https://19972001.state.gov/global/arms/treaties/infl.httatcessed June 15, 2021).

/HF George Shultz and the Road to the | NF Treaty. Pr
Institution, https://www.hoover.org/research/geeshultzandroadinf-treatyprocessandpersonal
diplomacy (accessed June 15, 2021).

NMpavid Grahame, fAArms Cont r ol Cefdrfordafensednfpymaton ed. Jack N
(Winter 2002), p.49

1941bid., pp.49-50.

%3The I NF Treaty and the Washington Summit: 20 Year s
https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/NSAEBB238/index.)faccessed June 15, 2021).
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INF weapongdeclared within three years of tiweatyds entry into force, and a total
ban on the possession and use oémissiles!®®

In light of the INFtreaty, many people, including NATO Ministers, called for the
modernization and requipment ofthe NATO nuclear arsenaf’ Pressure has

increased tonaintainwi t h new programs to ficompensat e
of Pershinglls and GLCMs from Europ&® Any modernization of NATOnuclear

forces would be controversial.

Essentially, the INFreatyprovidedconvenience 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 Contentand Working of the INF Treaty

The main objective of the INffeatywas to stabilize the heretofore rapidly expanding
nuclear forces of the US and the USSR as well as to prevent nuclear war between

them1°°®

Structurally, the INFtreaty includes a Preamble and 17 Articles. The related
Memorandum of Understanding on DaRxotocol on Elimination, and Protocol on

Inspection are complementary partdladtreaty.

Indeed, the Parties to the INifeaty,

196/ T r e atvegn tie United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the
Elimination of their Intermediat®ange and ShortdRange Missile®

¥ A SI PRI Year book 1988 Wor | d Ar mament s and
https://lwww.sipri.org/sites/default/files/SIPRI1%20Yearbook%201988 (jadf,essed June 15, 2021).

198 | bid.
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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 Tnesatywill help to reduce the risk

of [an] outbreak of war and singthen international peace and security, and
mindful of their obligations under Article VI of tHEreatyon the NP,

agreed to the Articles

Consequentiallythe content of the INFreaty involves a number of breakthrough
precedents. Inarked the first timevhen thetwo leaderof the Cold War period had
agreed to reduce their nuclear arsenals, eliminate all intermedraggemissilesand
shorterrange missiles, and employ extensivesita inspections for verificatioff* In

this regard, what is significant here is that it tries to display what the Articles of the

INF treatyreflect.
Briefly, it is thatas follows;

in accordance with the provisions of thigeaty which includes the
Memorandum of Understanding and Protocols which form an integral part
thereof, each Party shall eliminate its intermediatege and shorteaange
missiles, not have such systems thereafted carry out the other obligations
set forth in thisTreaty:2%?

In epitome Article | of the INFtreatyis aboutfundamentahecessitiesArticle I is
related to denotationssed throughout thieeaty, Article Il gives information about
existing types of intermediat@ange missiles and shoremge missiles of the Parties
to the agreement, Article IV setswering and elimination of intermediat@ange
missiles, Article Vestablisheshe elimination d shorterrange missiles, Article VI is
related to production and flighest prohibition, Article VIl is about counting rules,
Article VIII requiresstandingand transit of intermediatenge missiles and shorter
range missiles, Article IX defines dataceanges and notifications, Article X is about

elimination continug Article Xl shows the way of Osite Inspection, Article XlI

200 See that in Preamble of the text of the INF Treaty.

NMlFact Sheets & Br i-kRdmge ANhel dart eFaredé sat (el NF) Treaty
Control Associationhttps://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/inftreggccessed June 15, 2021).

202Gee that in Article | of the INF Treaty.
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national technical means of verification, Article Xlll is associated with Special
Verification Commissior(SVC), Article XIV is related to no conflictingnecessities
Article XV establishes the duration of the agreement and the situation of the
withdrawal, Article XVI is about changes modifications and finally, Article XVII

is about entry into forcandinurement.

3.3.1. Limitation

According toArticle II, bothballistic and cruise missilegesubject to the INFreaty.
It involvesthe necessityhat they musbe weaponrdelivery vehicles to be subject to

thetreaty.

For paragraph 2 of Article IV, bothe US and the USSséhall begin and continue the
reduction of deployed and naleployed mediurtange missiles and deployed and
non-deployed launchers of such missiles and support structures and support equipment
associagd with such missiles during each phase and launchers in accordance with the

provisions of thigreaty.

According to paragraph 1 of Article V, in terms of limitation, parties tdréagtyshall
destroy all shoftange missilestheir launchers of such nsges, 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 forcereiatiye

Such missilestheir launchersand support equipment shall not Iseized by either

Party.

Article VI limits the US and the USStRom producingandflight-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 exisiefore thereatywas signed.

Article VIII sets the limitation about location in deployment areas, missile support

facilities, or transit of all intermediateange missiles anitheir launchers.
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According toArticle XV, thetreatyshall beanunlimited duration.

Thus,the treatyprohibited and limited botthe US and the USSR as the parties of it
from possessing, producingnd flight-testing intermediateange and shorteange
missiles.What is significant here is that both conventional andear 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 Czechoslovakf&.

3.3.2. Elimination

For Article I, groundlaunched ballistic missilg&sLBM) andgroundlaunchectruise
missiles(GLCM) with ranges between 500 an&@0 kilometerareeliminated.These

missiles are conventional and nuclear.

According to,Atrticle 1ll, definite missilesfor the US,fthe Peshing I, 1a, 1b and
BGM-109G GLCM and, for the USSRithe SS20, SS4, SS5, SS12, SS23 and
SSCGX-4 GLCMo areeliminated

For paragraph 1 of Article IV, Each Party shall eliminate all meeiange missiles
their launchersall their supportstructuresandtheir support equipment listed in the
Memorandum of Understanding on such missiles and laundhess no later than
three years after entry into force of threaty, such missiles, launchers, support

structures or support equipment shalt be positioned by either Party.

Paragraph 2 of Article \introducesno later than 90 days from the date of entry into
force of thistreaty, each Party shall complete the removal of all deployed sharrtge
missiles and deployed and ndaployed laungers of such missiles to screening

facilities and retain them until completion. It was eliminated in accordance with the

233 0 h n Ru sSiteelhspections Onaler the INF Treaty: ARbsb r t &BRTIE Briefing Paper
01/02(August 2001), p.2
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procedures outlined in the Elimination Protocol. Idter than 12 months after the
entry into force of thigreaty, both the US and thedSSRshall complete the removal
of all nondeployed shoftange missiles to screening facilities and hold them until

they are removed accordingtte established procedures.

Also, paragraph 3 of Article V establishes sherterge missiles and launchefsuch
missiles shall not be located in the same screening facility. Such facilities will be
separated for no less thaj9Q0 km.

As a resultthe INFtreatywas the first agreement between the leaderships of two
different social systems, two contestirgjates, which eliminated theentire
intermediaterange and shorange nuclear weapons. Both sides agreed to the
elimination of all nuclear and conventional grotladnched ballistic and cruise
missiles with ranges of between 500 and 5 &l@dneters. However, it did not involve
air-delivered or sebased missiles. With the inurinifpe INFtreaty, existing a total of
2,692 shorterange and intermediatange missiles, 1,846 missiles of the US&RI

846 missiles of the U8 had togetherden destroyed.

Moreover, vith the INFtreaty, the US nuclear warheads in Europe were diminished
from 4,318, in December 1987, 10256, afteit entered into forcé®®

3.3.3. Inspection and Verification

ATrust, . But verify

The INF treaty verification is achieved throughOn-Site inspectiongOSIsp and

fiNational Technical MeangdNTM)o. Onsite inspections include basic data

204 Joseph P. Haraha@n-site inspections under the INF TreqW/ashington DCUS Department of
Defense1993, p. 8.

25/ S| PRI Yearbook 1988 Worl do.3&r maments and Disarm

263 The Role of Ver i f iRamtgieo MNuicrd etalre Flomrtcesflaney ieaattey D!
15, 2019), https://rusi.org/commentary/roleerificationintermediaterangenuclearforcestreaty
dispute (accessed June 15, 2021).
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inspections, closed facility inspections, and missile systems screening inspections. The
treatyestablishes continuous portal and environmental monitoring activities at former

missile production facilities on the soils of each Party.

Paragraph 2 of ArticléX requires theJS and the USSI provide data updates and
notifications through the Nuclear Risk Reduction CentéosParagraph 4 of Article

IX, both the US and the USSR enab&a updates no later than 30 days following
every sixmonth interval afte entry into force of thdreaty. They are required to
provide a number of notifications, including notifications of elimination dates,
locations, numbeand types of items of missile systems to be eliminated. Notifications
are also required for launche$ R&D booster systems. Information may also be
exchanged througfithe Special Verification Commissiors{/C)o forum.

Article X sets theproceduresand ways of elimination of intermediatange and
shorterrange missiledaunchers of such missilesnd support equipment associated

with such missiles and launchers.
Article X1 defines extensive OBite Inspection rights for verification of compliance.

For Paragraph 3 of Article XlI, to improve surveillance by means of national technical
verification,each Party shall, untihe treatyenters 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 ttnesaty, roadmobile vehicles with a range
capalility 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 paragrapdf 8rticle X of thistreaty The Party making

such aequest 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 disoessty-related

issues.

Article XIV sets theUS and the USSRhall complywith this treaty and shall not
assume any international obligations or commitments that conflict with the provisions

of thetreaty.
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According to Article XVI, each Party may propose changes tariady The agreed
changes will enter into force in accond@ with the procedures set out in Article XVII

governing the entry into forae

In addition, Paragraph 1 of Article XVII defines tliisatyto include its memorandum

of understanding and the Protocols forming an integral part of it and stalbfeet

to ratification in accordance with the constitutional procedures of each Party. This
treatywill enter into force on the date the instruments of ratification are exchanged.
Also, paragraph 2 of Article XVII states that ttisatywill be registered in amrdance

with Article 102°7 of the United Nations Charter.

Hence, he INF treaty marked the first time that intrusive @ite inspection was

required for nucleaarmed weapon systems.

With that on 31 May 2001, the 13 years of OSIs under thetid#ywas concluded,
the right oftheUS and Russia to conduct continuous monitoringoeo of each ot

missile assembly plants under theatyended?®®

The right of the US and Russia to carry out stemn OSlIs at other facilities declared
under the agreement has also expired, nevertheless, theeiN§{*hasan indefinite
duration andhe partiesvill maintainto pursuethe compliance oéach otheby using

their own UTMs,involving remote monitoring capabilities?

Also, verification was required forteeatyeliminating an entire class of weapons from
the arsenals of the worl dodés two mtreatyl ear

hasformed SVC in orderto set offas a forum for th&JS and the USSR resolve

2071, Every treaty and ewginternational 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 agregmich 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.

Seethati Charter of the Unod MeatllaiteusPravisiansrSthiaplte rl &X2/,160 Un
Nations,https://legal.un.org/repertory/art102.shtifdccessed June 15, 2021).

28R u s s e ISite Insfe@ions Under the INF Treaty: ARbsO r t em, 0 p. 2

209 pid.
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compliance agonies or disagreements. i ba claimed that the INEeaty has
outlined one of the most extensive verification systems otissarmament andrms

controltreaty.

The SVC with the purpose afesolving interpretation, implementation, and technical
guestions, met in good order. Teewasa lack of credence about any mechanism in
order to continue thizeatydue totheinnovation of military technologies with regard

to shortefrange and intermediatange missiles.

The Thirty-First Session of the SVC under the INEatywas held in Geneva on 12
and 14 December 20£% Delegations from the Republic of Belarus, the Republic of
Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation, the United States of Amardtdkraine met

to discussquestions regarding compliance with the obligations. The delegations
expressed that the INFeatyplayed an important role international security, nuclear

disarmamentand norproliferation?!

3.4. Conclusion

The Negotiations output on IN#hvisages 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 WargaPact countries on the other hand.

The INF treaty succeeds in eliminating a huge number of-shioge and intermediate
range missiles that were more successful than it had been initially calculated. The INF

treaty also achieved in terms of arms conliraltation and verification which were

MWHPress RSlessso®n I the Special Verification Commiss
U.S. Mission to International Organizations in  GenevgMarch 23, 2018),
https://geneva.usmission.gov/2017/12/15/predsase31stsessiorof-the-specialverification
commissiorsvcundertheinf-treaty/ (accessed June 15, 2021).
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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 Dudlrack 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 thathe 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 201%ecretary of State Mike Pompeos@ilRussi a i s sol ely res
for the treatys demiseé®?Ai Wi t h the full support of our N/
States has determined Russia to be in material breach ofrghty and has

subsequently suspended our obligations underéagd he *Hdded.

On 2 August 201Russids Foreign Ministry confirmed the INffeatywa s A f or mal | vy
deado in a st at-mmRarNbvostinewsagend by st at e

TheUS accused Russia of violating théF treaty. This is one of the reasons that was
discussedHow did the US and Russiaead China in that picturé®hetherthe INF

22Sasha I ngber, fAHistoric Arms Control Treaty Ends Wi
Ot her , QAughsPR 2019),https://www.npr.org/2019/08/02/747525453/histeaiicnscontrot
treaty-endswith-washingtorandmoscowblamingeachother, (accessed June 15, 2021).

2B 1 NF Nuclear Treaty:Er@aS PRcltl svidiuht Rafs sGal,d VBaBrC News (
https://www.bbc.com/news/words-canada49198565 (accessed June 15, 2021).

214Zee Media Bu e a s Forimdllyt Dead: Russia aftteUS Pul |'s out of Key Nuclear
News (August 2, 2019https://zeenews.india.cortgiformally-deadrussiaafterus-pulls-out-of-key-
nucleartreaty2224240.html(accessed June 15, 2021).
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treaty, in terms of technologywasrelevantto longrange missilespr not. All these
factors affected the survival of theNF treaty.

4.2. The US Withdrawal from the INF Treaty

Both the US and Russia were in condititimstsuspended the INffeatybecausgfor
years, they accused each otbkthe violation of the obligations under the INEaty.

On 2 February 2019, the US announced that it withdrew fromtrbédy due to
Russid@s failure to comply with the INfreaty Shortly thereafter, Russia announced
that it suspended its obligations of tineaty, as well. Finally, six months later, on 2

August 2019, the INFeatywas formally terminated.

AThe United States weatythatis delberatetymialated bya par

Russiad Pompeo said in a statement related toltBavithdrawal?t®

fiRussi aods n o n c o mpeaty jaopadiees U supreme interests as
Russi ads devel op nreatyvioladng chissileisysterd iepregents & a
direct threat to the United &lteaft*es and o

The INFtreatyhad an indefinite duratiofowever either party could withdraw from
thetreatyafter givingsixmo nt h 6 s n mtdinacyevents rdlatee tr the sabject
matter of theagreemenhave jeopardized its supreme intergatssuant to Article 15
of the INFtreaty?'’

Since the mieR000s, Russia has raised the possibility of withdrawing from the INF

treatyas the deal unfairly prevents it from possessing weapons that its neighbors, like

27ee Media Bureau, dAlt's Formally Dead: Russia a:
218 |bid.
2"See that the text of the I NF Treaty, Article

sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related
to the subject matter of this Treaty have jeoparditedupreme 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. o
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China, are developing. In 2007, Russian Defense Minister Sergey lkadpublicly
questioned th&eaty.

The gravest mistake was the decision to scrap a whole classssilemi
weapond mediumrange ballistic missiles. Only Russia and the United States
do not have the right to have such weapons, although they would be quite
useful for ug®

The US and Russiaformed on 25 October 2007, a statement at the United Nations
Gener al Assembly reaffir nreatygnd talirgiomallisupport o

other states ttake parin giving upthe missiles banned by theaty?*°

In 2013 and 2014, the U&Iministratiorhadworriesaboutthe complianceof Russia

with the INFtreaty The US did not raise the issue with Russian officials until 2013,
and it did not brief NATO on the subject until 20(¢ 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 theThgkty

not to possess, produce, or flighst a groundaunched cruis missile with a
range capability of 500 km to 5,500 km, or to possess or produce launchers of
such missileg?

28Ul rich K¢ghn and Anna P®czel i, Stratdgic StesdiesaQuarttrlxy TO, and t h
11, no. 1 (Spring 2017), pp. 7.

2Fact Sheets & Bri-Rdmsge ANhel dart eFaoredé sat (el NF) Treaty
Contol Associationhttps://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/inftreggccessed June 15, 2021).

20 fSenat e R o Nat ilolnsa | Defense Authorization Act fo
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CRPI15srpt125/html/CRPTL15srpt125.htm (accessed June
15, 2021).

2l Russian Compl i an c-RangeiNuctear Ednces (INF Treaty:nBaattgroarnd aend
|l ssues for Congress, 0 Every CRS Report (Congressior
https://lwww.everycrsreport.com/reports/R43832.himtcessed June 15, 2021).

67


https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/inftreaty
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CRPT-115srpt125/html/CRPT-115srpt125.htm
https://www.everycrsreport.com/reports/R43832.html

In late 2016theUS officials expressettheir fearghat Russi@generateanore missiles
than needed toemaina flight-test progrant?? Russia hd continued to reject the
accusations and tabled a number of couchbarges against the U30n 14 February
2017, the US officials declared that Russia thgbloyedan operational unit of the
treatynoncompliant cruise missile known as the S§Cof which the Russian
designation is 9M72%* On 8 March 2017, General Paul Selva, seeonehighest
rankingmilitary officer in the US armetbrces, confirmed that Russia had deployed

its new groundaunched SS@ cruise missilé®®

Russia denies that it breached tteatyand has raised its own concerns about the US
compliancewith it. It charged that the US was placing a missile defensehasystem

in Europe that might also be used to fire cruise missiles, using targets for missile
defense tests with similar characteristics to faty missiles bannedand making

armed drones that are equivalent to grelamshched cruise missilé$®

The US Congress called for more ambitious military and economic responses to
Russid@s breach in the past few yeafSection 1243- Compliance Enforcement
regarding Russian Violations of the IX#eaty of National Defense Authorization Act

for Fiscal Year 2018 would make a statement of Rusis@ut theviolation of the

agreementin light of such a material breach, the US is legally entitled to suspend the

22Mi chael R. Gordon, ARussia |Is Moving Ahead wit
of ficials Say, 0 The N e (October Y o 2K 2016), me s
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/10/20/world/europe/russiasilesinf-treaty.htm) (accessed June 15,

2021).

2 Comments on the report of the US Department of
Control, Nonproliferation, and Disar mament Agr ee
Foreign Affairs (August 1, 2014), https://www.mid.ru/en/web/guest/psdust
/asset_publisher/unVXBbj4Z6e8/content/id/675835, (accessed June 15, 2021).

24Mi chael R. Gordon, fARussia Deploys Missile, Vio
York Times (February 14, 2017), https://www.nytimes.com/2017/02/14/worldfeirassiacruise
missilearmscontroktreaty.html, (accessed June 15, 2021).

2 Top U.S. General Says Russia Deployed Banned Mi
Radio Liberty (March 8, 2017), https://www.rferl.org/a/nat@eneralselarussiabannedssc8-
missiles/28358071.htm{accessed February 25, 2021).

26 The | ntRangmRutltanforee (| NF) Treaty at a Glance. 0
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operation of the INFreatyin whole or in parfor so long as Russia continues to be in

that22’

On 8 December 2017, the8@nniversary of the INFeaty, the Trump administration

stated that it adhered to the agreement, but regarded a situation in which continued to

comply with the agreement whilRussi a was viol atdheg it as
admi ni stration announced an Aintadrated sti
economic steps to bring Russia back into obedience and to ensure that Russia did not

gain any military advantage if it continued wislation 222 Trump declared his intent

for the US to withdravirom thetreatyon 20 October 2018 he violation of the INF

treatywas not the only reason Trump gave to explain this decision. He noted that other

countries like China were not paftthetreaty, 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 STARTTreatyand agee to extend it through 2026

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, nonet hel ess, di sagreed wi Om22t he Tr ump
October2018, he said that

The rollout of this decision put the U.S. in the position of being the one that
will have killed thetreaty, 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 detiah

27 fANational Defense Aut horization Act for Fis
https://lwww.congress.gov/115/crpt/hrpt200/CRPIGhrpt200.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021).

28 Steven Pifer, AiThe Future o {anuaryh3e, 2018),F Treaty, o
https://www.brookings.edu/testimonies/thaure-of-the-inf-treaty/, (accessed June 15, 2021).

2’ St atement from Ernest J. Moniz and Sam Nunn On U.S.
Threat Initiative - Ten Years of Building a Safer Wd (October 22, 2018),
https://lwww.nti.org/newsroom/news/statementestj-monizandsamnunnuswithdrawatinf-

treaty/ (accessed June 1X)21).

69


https://www.nti.org/newsroom/news/statement-ernest-j-moniz-and-sam-nunn-us-withdrawal-inf-treaty/
https://www.nti.org/newsroom/news/statement-ernest-j-moniz-and-sam-nunn-us-withdrawal-inf-treaty/

to our ability to sustain the New STARIIreaty, which is even more in the
U.S. interest than the INtFeaty>*°

Also, on 22 October 2018, Richard Burt, the former U.S. chief negotiator of the
Strategic Arms Reductiofireatyunder George H.W. Bush,idahat

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

I's going to have consequences for thi
thought througi3!

Wha is more, on 25 October 2018, Mikhail Gorbachev, the former president of the
USSR, one of the signers of the IEaty, said that

President Trump announced | ast week th
the Intermediateange Nuclear Forcebreatyard hi s countr yds i
build up nuclear arms. | am being asked whether | feel bitter watching the
demise of what | worked so hard to achieve. But this is not a personal matter.

Much more is at stake. A new arms race has been announced. Theshty

is not the first victim of the militarization of world affait&>

In addition to that, on 25 October 2018, George P. Schultz, former secretary of state

under President Ronald Reagan, one of the signers of thiedatl

Now is not the time to build lger arsenals of nuclear weapons. Now is the
time to rid the world of this threat. Leaving the [INFg¢atywould be a huge
step backward. We should fix it, not kill?#3

2Daniel Cebul, ADid the US Botch | ts((ObtberBdr aw fr
2018), https://lwww.defensenews.com/smr/nuclaasenal/2018/10/22/dithe-us-botchits-withdraw
from-the-inf-treaty/ (accessed June 15,22).

21 bid.

22Mi khail Gorbachev, #fAMikhail Gorbachev: A New Nu
Times (October 25, 2018)https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/25/opinion/mikhgrbachexnf-
treatytrump-nucleararms.htm] (accessed June 15, 2021).

2 fASel ect Reacthens| NFE Treaty Crisis,o Ar ms
https://lwww.armscontrol.org/blog/2018/seleetictionsinf-treaty-crisis (accessed June 15, 2021).
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Also, internally, on 25 October 2018, Sen. Richard G. Lugar (Ret.), former chairman

of the Senate Foreign Relations Committeeln®)

President Trumpdés decision to withdraw fr
(INF) Treatyis gravely misguided. Withdrang will not make usafer;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. | urge him to do $&'

On 30 November, the Dirtar of National Intelligence Daniel Coats detailed the US
accusations of i h oteatyhovstsey laveldenied itg vioatiomt ed t he
and the broader securi®y implications of thi

On 4 December 2018, Secretary of State Mike Porappon ounced t hat t he US
found Russia in material breach of ttneaty and will suspend our obligations as a

remedy effective in 60 days unless Russia returns to full and verifiable comgftéhce

On 15 January 201@nder Secretary for Arm€ontrol and International Security

Andrea L. Thompson and Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov met in

Geneva 1 {departenental consultations on the problems of theTigatywill be

held in Geneva on January 15. It will be the only issudh e agenda. 0 Ryabko
said® iwe are pleased to note that the US si dé¢

consultations following oJ8aTmha menloywsi $we ttad

24 St atement of Sen. Richard G. Lugar (Ret.) on Poten
Center https://www.thelugarcenter.org/newsrogaressrelease®4.html (accesseduhe 15, 2021).

25fiDirector of National I ntelligence @&NhHomd, Coats on F
https://www.dni.gov/index.php/newsroom/speechesrviews/item/1923lirectorof-nationat
intelligencedanielcoatsonrussias-inf-treaty-violation, (accessed June 15, 2021).

26Mor gan Chal fant, @ Pompeon60DagsUnless Russm\Cempldsivith ear Treat
Terms, o0 The Hill, (4 December -&Oulg41966bmpeeps: / / t hehi | |
saysusto-leavenucleartreatyin-60-daysunlessrussia, (accessed June 15, 2021).

B'ARussia, US t o ohllNF Teat€io Genevh ondldnuaoyriBu s si an Di pl omat, o
TASS, https://tass.com/world/103991@&ccessed June 15, 2021).

238 | bid.
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discussed will be the INFreaty" he also said®*®*He f ol | owed that fiA:
fact, we have enough?Haet eadisal ufmarert h e ewh
has even made their stance on the Tigatytougher. We see it as a not very favorable
s i g A*aMoreaer, Thompson said that
Today weheld talks with a Russian delegation on the IntermedRatege
Nuclear Forcedreaty | n doi ng so, we are uphol di
commitment to continue to talk with Russian officials to urge Russia to return
to full and verifiable compliance with ¢hiTreaty before the 6@lay deadline
announced on December fihe meeting was disappointing as it is clear Russia
continues to be in material breach of ffreatyand did not come prepared to
explain how it plans to return to full and verifiable complian@air message
was clear: Russia must destroy its noncompliant missile sysidém.U.S.

delegation will brief allies and partners, including at NATO tomorrow, on these
discussiong#?

This shows that the US and Russia were seen as reachomgpomise. They had
collusion on the following dates.

On 2 February 201%he Trump administration announced the suspension of its
obligations under the INRreaty In response to that, Russia announced that it
suspended its obligations of the agreemterdt, Officially, the US withdrawal from

the INFtreatytook 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
treatyto Russia and announced their decisio react in a measured and responsible

manner, strictly adhering to effective international disarmament, arms Garicbl

fARussia, US to Hold Consul Jaauaryl®sReasenahNBi pt emtay

240 pid.

241 |bid.

A St atement by Under Secretary for Arms Control
U.S. Embassy & Consulates in Rusgikanuary 15, 2019https://ru.usembassy.gov/statembut
undersecretanyfor-armscontrolandinternationaisecurityandreal-thompson/ (accessed June 15,

2021).

72


https://ru.usembassy.gov/statement-by-under-secretary-for-arms-control-and-international-security-andrea-l-thompson/
https://ru.usembassy.gov/statement-by-under-secretary-for-arms-control-and-international-security-andrea-l-thompson/

non-proliferation®*® The US administrationclaimed that Russia violated the INF
treatyand hencejt did not return to full and verifiable compliance to theaty.

It can be seen as a punishment for Russia at first glance, however, it & not
punishment, on the contrary, it can be seen as an award for Russia on account of the

fact that Russia gotdiof the restrictions through the dissolution of the tifaty.
On 5 February 2019, US President Trump delivered the State of the Union Address

Under my Administration, we will never apologize for advancing Amésica
interests. For example, decades dgolinited States entered intor@atywith

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 | announced that the United States isiaffjcwithdrawing from

the Intermediatd&kange Nuclear Forcdseaty, or INF Treaty Perhaps we can
negotiate a different agreement, adding China and others, or perhaps we
canmd in which case, we will outspend and @amovate all others by f&f#

Behindhat | egal pretext whidReassheacdsofortheUr i al br eas
withdrawal from the INRreatyi s associ at ed wi t-dignatbtytonadés st at
the INF treaty?*® In 2007, Russia stated that the INEaty did not offer them an

opportunity and théreatywas against it. In addition, the US assessment of the INF

treatyin 2017 converged with Ruségview of 2007.

There are nuclear powers such as China, India, Rakitan andthe Democratic
People's Republic of Koreghich 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 ANATO and t he I NF Treaty, o
https://lwww.nato.int/cps/en/natohqg/topics_16810m#:~:text=The%20Intermediate%2DRange%?20
Nuclear%20Forces,threatened%20Europe%?20in%20the%201980s, (accessed June 15, 2021).

%fnsState of the Union 2019: Read the (Fébwary6 Transcript,
2019), https://edition.cnn.com/2019/02/05/politics/donaldmp-stateof-the-union-2019
transcript/index.html(accessed June 15, 2021).

%5John Bolton anHsdbbneYNo¢l édn Oreaty Even Before Ru
Street JourngDow Jones & Company, September 9, 2014), https://www.wsj.com/articlesiiton
andjohnyooc-anobsoletenucleartreaty-evenbeforerussiacheateel 410304847, (accessed June 15,

2021) ; Matthew Kroenig, AWithdrawal from Russia Nucl
Hill (October 24, 2018), https://thehill.com/opinion/natiosakturity/413003vithdrawatfrom-russia
nucleartreatyis-right-movefor-america, (accessed Jurte 2021).
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of thetreatywhereas the US and Russia were signasoof thetreaty, therefore, they

were not free to develop weapdhatwere banned by the INF agreement while it has

been able to field as many intermediedage and shorteange missiles as it wants.
Therefore, it might seem a threat not only for th® hut also for Russialrump
suggested that Aper haps we can negoti ate
ot hét s. o

As a result, the INFreatyhas become a burden for the US and Russia wigather

powers with nuclear capabilities have not been constricted. It may be stated that the

US and Russian pol i cy nraakybhetpedto cotvierg fhéire as e o
strategies. The first step was to come from the US by using the accusationiaf Russ
violating thetreaty. It may be speculated that if the US had not firstly withdrawn from

the treaty, Russia might have done so. For sure, the tildgty had already lost its

function in the eyes of both the US and Russian administrations. In additongliag

to the US, it can be an easy way to get rid of the titd&tyin order to create a new
multilateral INFtreatywith bringing in other nuclear powers, especially China, though

no progress in this line has been achieved.

4.3. The Reactions to the UWithdrawal from the INF Treaty

4.3.1. NATO

Having reviewed the sadty implications of Russian violation of the INFeaty,
NATO soundedt@r omi se to both ensure the credi!

and defense as well as to strengthen arms control medsordse USA, as advocated

“fRemarks by President Trump in State of the Ul
(February 5, 2019), https://kr.usembassy.gov/0205&enarksby-presidentrump-in-stateof-the-
union-address/, (accessed June 15, 2021).
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by many, he violation, which started in the raBRD0Os, falls into a broader pattern of

hostile Russia behavior toward its neighbors and NAFO.

In July 2018,Jens Stoltenberg, NATO Secretdbgneralstated that after years of
denials as well amystificationby Russia, and in spite of Allies repeatedly raising
their concerns, Russia had only recentlyrasiledged the existence of the missile
system without providing the necessary transparency or expladétistoltenberg
claimed that Russia has secretly developed new nasgiieh carry nuclear warheads

to the capitals oEuropeanstates i T h emissilesnaeevhard to detect, they are
mobile, they are nuclearapable and they reduce the warning time and thereby also
the threshold for any potent3alpattarrsot o f
behavior and information over many years led tdespread doubts about Russian
compliancewith the treaty NATO Allies said that, in the absence of any credible
answer from Russia ondtnew missile, the most plausible assessment was that Russia
violatedthetreaty?®° In other words, NATO Allieseache the conviction thaRussia

was violating an important securityeaty.
On 24 October 201&toltenbergsaid that

We believe in arms control but it has to be balanced and verifiable and therefore
| welcome the fact that one of the issues fhate] been discussed between

the US and Russia, which are parties to the New START Agreement, is that
they need a new decisida maintain the New START of 2021. | 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, | welcome #2?

2 ANATO' s Options and Dil emmas After t he I NF

https://lwww.cfr.org/councilofcouncils/globahemos/natosptionsanddilemmasafterinf-treaty;
(accessed June 15, 2021).

ANATO and t he | N mittpsi//menanaty.int/ops/eN/Aatoly/topics_166100,htm
(accessed June 15, 2021).

Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office,
towards making the world a safer place. Russia
2019),https://twitter.com/FCDOGovUK/status/11572420143810846@&essed June 15, 2021).

ANATO and the | NF Treaty

BliSel ect Reactions to the I NF Treaty Crisis. o
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He alsosaid that

So, | agam urge Russia to ensure full compliance with the T¥éatywith 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 nationd/e must not allow arms control treaties to

be violated with impunity, because that undermines the trust in arms control in
generaf®?

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 theti®&Hty and called on
Russia to urgently return to full and verifiable compliance withribaty?°2 Theyare
firmly committed to the preservation ohpressiveinternationaldisarmamentarms
control and nonrproliferation?>* Therefore, they stated that they would maintain to
uphold, support, and further strengthéisarmament,arms contrgl and norn
proliferation, as a key element of Eufdlantic security, taking into account the

prevailing security environme#t>

Allies continued open to dialogue and engaged Russia on its violation, including at a

NATO-Russia Council meeting &5 January 201%° Russiapersistentlydenied its

2 fSel ect Reacti ons 100 fiNdivhRussianNMissild UnelexniseEur@oeans i s
Securitd - OpEd by NATO Secretary Gener al Jens
https://lwww.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/opinions_160944.htm?selectedLocaleteatessed Jen 15,

2021).

BANATO and the | NF Treaty

i Sel ect Reactions.oOoto the I NF Treaty Crisis

5 NATO Foreign Ministers Agree Ru@scenberd,2018)n Vi ol ¢
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/news_161115, {aracessed June 15, 2021).

2% ARussi a Counci l Meet s i (danuaryB r 26s s @019),, 0 N A
https://lwww.nato.int/cps/en/natohqg/news 162680, {faracessed June 15, 2021).
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INF treaty violation and took no demonstrable steps toward returning to full and
verifiable compliance to thieeatyas advocated by NATO

On 19 January 201Stoltenbergsaid that

We have to make sure that NATO continues to provide a credible and effective

deterrence andefense At the same ti me, we donot W ¢
donot want a new arms race, so what we Wi
defensi ve, aan what\Ressiaddoes, anissilarfor missile or plane

for plane, or battle tank f¢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 conento work for arms control and |

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 contral.

The US administration continuously advocated the line thato Russi@ continued
noncompliance, ol February 201,3he US announced its decision to suspend its
obligations under Article XV of the INfeaty. OtherNATO Allies followed this line
and went on to sapatfiRussia would beaolelyresponsibility for the dissolution of
the Treaty0*>® They repeatedly asserted that thegretted that Russia displayed no

willingness to return to compliancetWwiits international obligations.

It can be stated that NATO wouldaa in a measured and responsible way to the
significant risks posed by the Russian 9M729 missile to Allied secifitience, hey
agreedia balanced, coordinated and defensive packaige measur es t o ensur e

deterrence and defense posture remains credible and effeéfive

257 fiPress conference by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg following the meeting of the
NATO-Russia Councjb NATO (January 25, 2019),
https://lwww.nato.int/cps/ru/natohg/opinions_162658.htm?selectedLocaletaecessed June 15,
2021).

2 ANATO Statement on thdr Caotly,aps &EOW.fUKt h(AulgNB t 7,
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/nattatemenbn-the-collapseof-the-inf-treaty, (accessed June
15, 2021).
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On 13 February 2019, apress conference followirthge 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 INFeaty. And DefenseMinisters discussed

this today. NATO is currently assessi
of theTreaty | will not preeempt the outcome of this process. But any steps we

take will be defensive, measured and coordinated. And we do not intend to
deploy new lanébased nuclear missiles in Europe. NATO will continue to
maintain credible and effective deterrence aeflense At the same time,

Allies remain committed to effective arms control, disarmament, and non
proliferation. NATO does not want a new arms rée.

On 15 February 2019eonce agaimecalled at the Munich Security Conference that

it was on this very stagaf the Munich Security Conference in 2007, this was
the place that President Putin fimtblicly expressed his desire for Russia to
leave the INFTreaty. A treatythat is only respected by one side will not keep
us safe’d?

It may be stated that NAT@id everythingso asto encourage Russia to return to

compliance before 2 August 2019 in order to preserve theriiy253

On 26 June 2019, NATOefenseMinisters uged Russia once again to return to full
and verifiable complianc&? They also considered potential NATO measliresch
asfexercises, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, air and ae$silees
and conventional capabiliticand agreethat NATO would continue to ensure a safe,

secure and effective nuclear deterréBt At the same timeDefenseMinisters

®lfiPress Conference by NATO Secretary General Jen
Defence Ministers, 06 (FebruatyNATO 13, 2019),
https://lwww.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/opinions_163394, lfracessed June 15, 2021).

A NATO and the | NF Treaty
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®faDefence Ministers AddressatRusaanida'NATO' sl Rteispmo ns
(June 26, 2019nttps://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/news_167179,lfaracessed June 15, 2021).
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confirmed that NATO had no intention to deploy new kwaded nuclear missiles in
Europe, and did not want a new arms r&€e.

Despiteits determinedtance to keep the INFeatynot terminatepgwhen o 2 August

2019, the USlecision to withdraw from theeatyentered intdorce NATO issued a

statement fully supporting the US decisf8hNo criticism was extended to the US

position, butNATO argued that Russihadfis ol e r es pon®gteatibisl i tyo f ol
demise?®® NATO also madat clear thatits firm commitment to the preservation of

effective international arms control, disarmameant ron-proliferation?%°

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 ofTtieaty 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 thé&reaty, and Russia does not, is not sustainable.
NATO will respond in a measured and responsible way to the significant risks
posed by the Russian 9M729 missile to Allied security. We have ajgnejeal
balanced, coordinated arld] defensive package of measures to ensure
NATOGs deterrence andefenseposture renains credible and effectivé?

Briefly, it was clear that the US decision to withdraw from theaty was not
questioned but fully supported by NATO AlliéS.

%6 NATO and the | NF Treaty. o

267 |bid.
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20 St atement by the North At-RamgécNColueail FoncdaseTrl e
NATO, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts 168164 ,Hmcessed June 13)21).
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4.3.2. Russia

After US President Donald Trumpob6s public
from the INFtreaty 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 no only fortheregion 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 disitugsthe situation around the INFeaty’2

On 5 December 2018, Putiaspondeda Secretary Pompé® announcement of the

60-day countdown to the US INffeaty suspension. Putin noted that Russia would
respond fAaccordingl yo t otredtyhand GarteralWaldryh d r a w
Gerasimov, thehief of staff of the Russian military, noted that the US missile sites

on allied territory could becon€ #ftarget:

On 23 January 2019, the Russian Defense Ministry conductddary briefingwith
a presentation of theM729 missile of the Iskand@& complex for foreign military

attacheg’#

2fFDeputy Foreign Minister Serge
Moscow, November 26, 2018, 0 Th
https://lwww.mid.ru/en/situacisokrug-dogovorao-rsmd#

/asset_publisher/ckorjLVIkS61/content/id/342098&ccessed June 15, 2021).

y Ryabkov's Brief
e Ministry of Fo

273 Sara Benkia n e , iThe | mportance of Language ifn Trans.
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (July 6, 2020)https://www.eir.info/2020/07/05/thémportanceof-
languagein-transatlantierelationsthe-inf-treaty/ ( accessed June 15, 2021) ; i S
INF Treaty Crisi

“fRussian Defence Ministry Briefs Military Attact
M Compl ex, 0 -aerospheef e n lttps://www.defens@aerospace.com/articles

view/verbatim/4/199309/russiamod-briefs-on-controversial®m729cruisemissile.htm}  (accessed
June 15, 2021).
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On 2 February 2019, Putin hadaetingwith Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov
and Russian Defense Minister Sergei Shoigu. He addressed the reaction of Russia to
the US withdrawal from the INfeatyas below.

All our proposals in this area remain on the table just as before. We are open
to negotiations. At the same time, | ask both ministries (Defense and Foreign
Affairs) not to initiate talks on these matters in the future. | suggest that we
wait until our partners are ready to engage in equal and meaningful dialogue
on this subject thas 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 IRfeaty, and we are suspending it

too. They said that they are engagerkesearch, development and design work,
and we will do the sant®

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
Washingtonés | ine aimed at the final scr
painstakingly built over many years. The collapse of the TNFatywill have

grave and fareaching casequences for the entire European security

architecture NATO is allegedly deeply concerned abautd naturally, for the

US allies in Europé’®

from Russiads I nformation anNAT®Coersils Depart me
statemenbn Russiés failure to comply with the INFeaty.

On 11 February 2019, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs released that

Seeking to justify its destructive decision to withdraw from the Tikfaty, the

United States is waging a propaganda campaign that is based on an
unscrupulous interpretation and b#aeed assumptions. Apart from
underhanded attempts to place the blame squarely on Russia, the United States

SfAMeeting with SSeerrggeeii LSahvori ogviRussia (BRbriary i2,2@19)t of
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/59@8cessed June 15, 2021).
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is deliberately downplaying the importance amda |l i di t vy of Ru
l ongstanding concerns about Twatghi ngt or

On 22 February 2019, Putin delivertb@ annuaAddress,

| have already said this and | want to repeat: Russia does not intkisdis

very important; | am repeating this on purpds&ussia 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, will dramatically exacerbate the international security
situation, and create a serious threat to Russia, because some of these missiles
can reach Moscow in just 102 minutes. This is a very serious threat to us. In

this case, we will be forced, | wouliéke to emphasize this, we will be forced

to respond with mirror or asymmetric actigiis.

to the Federal Assembly
Later that day, Putin heldmess conferenogith the Russian media. He said that

[The Americans] are creating more and more problems. eThee joint
mechanisms and instruments for dealing with these problems. | 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 27

On 4 March 2019, Putin signeoh executive ordédit o suspend the i mp
ofthe INFtreatyfunt i | the United States of Ameri c

Treatyor unti 27t expires. o

" Rus si a [THodusOnWeassidks Bilateral RelatiorSe br uary 26, 2019, 0 Mid
Research Institute (MEMRI) (February 26, 2019ttps://www.memri.org/reports/russieeek
%E2%80%9Focusrussiashilateratrelations%E2%80%9%ebruary26-2019 (accessed June 15,

2021).

2 iPresidenti &ledeArdadlr e As s & mob | Russia (FePruag/s20,d 2049), o f
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/598@8cessed June 15, 2021).

2’ Sel ect Reactions.oto the I NF Treaty Crisis

fHExecutive Order Suspendi WGSRBUIBKT rae ast yG odmpR ri easnico
of Russia(March 4, 2019),http://www.en.kremlin.ru/catalog/keywords/82/events/599@8cessed
June 15, 2021).
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On 5 August 2019, Russian President VladiButindeliveredthat

Let me emphasize that all the responsibility for what has happened rests with
the United States...In this context, considering the current situation, | instruct
the Defence Ministry, the Foreign Ministry and the Foreign Intelligence
Service to monitor inhte most thorough manner future steps taken by the
United States to develop, produce and deploy intermediatge and medium
range missiles. If Russia obtains reliable information whereby the United
States completes the development of these systems asdsfaoduce them,
Russia will have no option other than to engage in estidle effort to develop
similar missiles8!

after the official US withdrawal from theeaty.

Therefore, it can be stated tHtissia came up with a-fibr-tat response to theS

withdrawal, so Russia also withdreand then, the INreatywasterminated.

4.3.3. Europe

Nuclear deterrence within Europe has mostly been providedNAYO nuclear
umbrellaas the leadership of the USowever, due to the recent declaration$mimp
aboutNATO and the strategic pivot taken by the US towards.Zéi@hus, the future
of Europeamuclear abilities andevival of the questioaboutthe creation of a proper
European nuclear deterrebasedon the two nuclear arsenalich aghe UK and

Francepresent on the continent.

This can be explained by the deterioration of the EU security and strategic deatext.

Europe, he election offrump asthe US President in 201G@ateddoubts about the

2117 St at e nhefrdasidem yoRussia ontheUnilateral Withdrawal oftheUnited States from
theTreaty onthe Elimination ofIntermediateRange an®horteFfRange Mi ssi | ®Rgssid Presi dent
(August 5, 2019)http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/61Aatcessed June 15, 2021).

A Nucl ear Weapons and Deterr enc e :(Detemier22,2628), of Europe,
https://globalriskinsights.com/2020/12/nucleeeaponsanddeterrencehe-caseof-europe/
(accessed June 15, 2021).
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credibility of the USextended nuclear deterrence commitmé®itSherefore, it states
that this new global concern has also been marked by increésmsgpnsamong
military powers, escalating regional security crisesd the deterioration of

international arms contréf*

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 INFreaty.

The INFtreay included all nucleagroundlaunched ballistic and cruise missiles with
ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers. They had posed an enormous threat to
Europeds security. treatheateredfintorfoece absuByeare t h e
ago, it had beenrportant for European security. This is because when signed®ver 3
years ago the pact led to a breakthrough in the Cold War negotiations removing
thousands of missiles from European soil and reducingsystemic tensions.

In that context, it attempte show how Europe has responded to the withdrawal of the
US from the INRreaty.

The INFtreatyhas provided a great deal of security to Europe since 1988 even though
there has been no European state as a party toetitg It was the foundation for
denwlearizing Europe. The US claimed that it withdrew from tileaty because of

Ru s s i aconspliance with it. It was seen as a threat to US allies in Europe. This
can be inferred from some European state
US withdrawal from théreaty. Also, it could be deduced that they hadezhlboth the

US and Russia to remain engaged in a constructive dialogue in order to preserve the
INF treatyand on Russia to address the serious concerns about its compliance with the

treaty.

Trumpds sudden announcement omthdrawfro®ct ober
the INFtreatyowing to the Russian violations of threatywithout any reference, a

move responded by European countries.

A Nucl ear Weapons and Deterrence: the Case of Eu

284 |bid.
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For example, Gavin Williamson, UK Defense Secretary, saidi®at close and long
term ally, of courseis the Unitel States and we will be absolutely resolute with the
United States in hammering home a clear message that Russia needs to respect the

treatyob | i gati on ®t hat it signed. o

Besi des, Hei ko Maas, dSLDBundedrmaaneyciiticalabfollee i gn Mi ni

The announcement by the United States that it intends to withdraw from the
INF Treatyis regrettable. It poses difficult questions for us and for Europe. For
30 years, the INHreaty, which prohibits Russia and the United States from
possessing and testiggound launch intermediatange missiles, has been an
important pillar of our European security architecture. It is therefore hugely
important, particularly for us in Europé®

What is more, Spad Ministry of Foreign Affairsannounced that

The Spanish government expresses I ts
announcement of its withdrawal from the IntermedRémge Nuclear Forces
Treaty..This treaty, signed between the United States and the then Soviet
Union in 1987, is one of the essentulars of the EureAtlantic system of

weapon control and, as such, is a safeguard of peace and security inEurope.

S

Al so, Giuseppe Cont e, I'talyds Prime Minister

Our government pays close attention to peace processes. | am concerned over
the USOG decision to wtRarge Nualear Focesm t he
Treaty Tomorrow or the day after tomorrow, | will be in Moscow, | will meet

with [Russian] President VladimPutin, and | hope to discuss that" faether

ZKatrina Mamstom,P@lTlr ulnS out of Nuclear Treaty with
21, 2018), https://www.ft.com/content/9a2absiballe8ab8e6be0dcf18713, (accessed June 15,
2021).

%A Foreign Minister Maas on the US PAennloNFn cTermeeantty ,Toh at

Federal Foreign Office, https://lwww.auswaertigeamt.de/en/newsroom/news/m&ak
treaty/2151874(accessed June 15, 2021).

27 ASpainds Concern i n RelRatmigen Ntua | etare Flonrtceersme dir &

http://www.exteriores.gob.es/Portal/en/SalaDePrensa/Comunicados/Paginas/2018_ COMUNICADOS/
20181022 _COMU145.aspxtp://www.exteriores.gob.es/Portal/en/SalaDePrensa/Comunicados/Pagin
as/2018 COMUNICADOS/20181022_COMU145.astaccessed 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 proces&és.

Press briefing by a spokesperson for Franbd&inistry for Foreign Affairsroted that

President Macron reminded President Trump of the importance France
ascribes to thigeaty, in particular fothe] European security and our strategic
stability. France attributes great importance to conventional and nuclear arms
controlinstruments. The Alliggconcern over the very likely Russian violation

and the lack of transparency on Ruésianplementation of the Intermediate

Range Nuclear Forcel&reatywas reaffirmed at the NATO summit this past
JulyéeWe call o rnvoichahyl hasty nndlatepaledectsions, svhich o a
would be regrettabl&?®

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 INFeaty and ensure its full and
verifiable i mplementation which is cr
The world doesndét need a new arms r ac:¢
contrary, would bring even more instabilf}.

Also, Finnish Minister for Forgin Affairs Timo Soini met withJS Senator Risch.
They talked about why the INffeatyis vital bothfor the US and Europe and with
Senator Tom Udall from Senate Foreign Relations Committee Minister, Soini

discussed the meaning thietreatyfor the security of Europg®!

Moreover Federica Mogherini, High Representative and \Rcesident of the

European Union said that

2 fltaly Concerned over US6 Intention to Withdi
https:/tass.com/world/102719(accessed June 15, 2021).

®fiSel ect Reactions.oto the I NF Treaty Crisis

20 fSel ectnstRthalblE Treaty Criss i St at ement on t he-Ringeeaty on
Nucl ear Forces in httesw//eeaspearopa.eu/he&dguarters/headquarters
homepage/52520/statemdreaty-intermediaterangenuclearforceseurope_en (accessed June 15,

2021).
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| am extremely worried because we have always been convinced that
agreements, first of all, are important; secondly, need teefeected 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 itimplementation 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, Europe
we definitely do not want to sea@ifbpean 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 agreemedtimplementing it%?

In a similar fashion Hei ko Maas, Germanyo6s Foreign Mini

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
humankirwd&wsalsu That 6s why wedre working to
not to hastilywithdraw [hastily] from the INH'reaty We doné6ét want Eur
to become the scene of a debate on a nuclear arm bufifd up.

Finally, the UK Secretary of Defense Gavin Williamson, speaking to reporters at the
Reagan National Defense Foruended to emphasize the tone of blaming Russia that
[W]e want the INFTreatyto continue and to be a successfahty..The next
few weeks ee so incredibly critical. & where as much pressure from every
European nation needs to be placed on Russia, for Russia to abididatyts
obligations. Because | dd@rthink anyone would want to see tineatyend, but

the treaty doesrd@ exist whenyou have one nation ignoring its obligations as
part of thetreaty?%

On4 December2018, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo declared Russia to be in
fimaterial breachof the INFtreaty He announced that the US planteduspend the
US obligations under thegreemenin 60 daysunless Russia returnéalcompliance.

®»2f3Select Reactions to the I NF Treaty Crisis.o

»PASpeech by Foreign Minister Maas at the Budget Debat
Office, https://lwww.auswaertigesmt.de/en/newsroom/newsaasbudgetdebate
bundestag/216380@accessed June 15, 2021).
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On 11 January 2019, Hei ko Meealathe Baity many 0
that

The Cold War times have passed. Wadl need[a] rearmament debate, we
need a debate about disarming. We cannot answerd&odgagurity questions

with the deterrence ideologies frdthe] last century...Even if we are unable

to save the INHreaty, we cannot allow the result to be a renewsds 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, mediurtange missiles. | believe that is the wrong ansitrer.

On 1 February 2019, the U.S. Secretary of State announced thatStheould
simultaneously suspend its obligations under the titd&ty The US also submitted

theformal notification of its withdrawal the following day.
European countries reactemthatmove in their own security perceptions.
For instance, on 1 February 20sh@that Angel a

If the United States announces it will suspend compliance with the INF nuclear
missile pact with Russia, Germany will use the-sianth 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 thensinth
window to hold further talks...lt is clear to us that Russia has violated this
treaty.. The important thing is to keep the window for dialogue gg&n.

Also, on 1 February 2018jar got Wal |l str°m, Swedi sh For e

Deeply concerned by the state of nuclear arms control after US
announcement to suspend the | NF. Func
compliance. Trend of less cooperation on disarmament must be reversed

®Christiane Hoffmann and Christoph Schult, @AaGern
Unil ateralism,o DER SPI EGEL (January
https://www.spiegel.de/international/world/germianeign-ministermaastrump-represents
unilateralisma-1247625.html(accesed June 15, 2021).

%[ Mer kel : Waoht hUsVet Bdxawal Period to Talk |If L
(February 1, 2019), https://www.reuters.com/article/usanuclearrussiagermany
iIdUSKCN1PQ4RK (accessed June 15, 2021).
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and new ways forward explored. Joint responsibilityMoidnuclear arms

race?®’

Besides,on 1 February 201%arin Kneissl, Austrian Foreign Minister, said that
fiLack of mutual trust has led to persistent accusatiomeatyviolations that could
not be efficiently resolved. The US and Russia must work harder. The aim of the

di alogue should obviofisly be to preserve the

In addition, France regretted reaching a situation in which the US provided notice of

its withdrawalfrom the INFtreaty. On 1 February 2019, France stated that

France calls on Russia to use thersianth period triggered by the suspension

of U.S. obligations provided for under the INFFeatyin order to return to full

compliance. During this period aite, France will continue to promote-in

depth dialogue with Russia and to coordin
France encourages Russia and the United States to extend the Nexve&yart

on their nuclear arsenals beyond 2021 and to negotiate ageatreaty?*®

Moreover,on 8 February 2019, RomasaMinistry of Foreign Affairs released that

The position expressed by the Ministry of Defent¢he Russian Federation

regarding the violation of the provisions of the INleatyby NATOG6s mi ssi |l e
defence system, whose components are also deployed at Deveselu, is

completely irrelevant, whereas the Deveselu-amssile system is not subject

to the INFTreaty. .0. . " We reiterate that NATOO6s mis
Deveselu, whose components are hosted by Romania, has no offensive

capability, being a purely defensive instrument, essential for ensuring the

security of the Eurdtlantic area. The cane p t o f NATOb6s missile

system represents a proportional response to current threats and complies with

all international commitments, including the INFeaty. Any attempt by the

27" Margot Wal |l str°m, iDeeply CoAme Conkotl aftds YJS t he St at e
Announcement to Suspend the INF. Fundamental Cause Is Russia@ohmtiance. Trend of Less

Cooperation on Disarmament Must Be Reversed and New Ways Forward Explored. Joint
Responsibility to Avoid Nucl eaary 1Ar208), Race, 0 T
https://twitter.com/margotwallstrom/status/10913593942506 1&g cessed June 15, 2021).

2 Austrian Top Diplomat Regrets US Decision to Suspe.l
(February 1, 2019),https://sputniknews.com/europe/201902012M¥3990inf-suspentioraustria
concerns/(accessed June 15, 2021).

YAl nter-Madgat Bucl ear Forces Tr eatMinistryOfdr EBope 19) , 0 Fr an
and Foreign Affairs https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/frendioreignpolicy/securitydisarmament
andnonproliferation/news/2019/article/intermediatengenuclea-forcestreaty01-02-19, (accessed

June 15, 2021).
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Russian Federation to deny this fact is a flagrant disinformatioaraattempt

to distract attention from the real violation of the INFeatyby 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 201§%

On 15 February 2019, Jacek Czaputowicz, F
2019 Munich Security Conference discussion panel on the future of defense

cooperation, said that

The implications are enor mous aéit but |
was Russia who broke theeaty, the treaty does not exist if only one party

observes; so NATO decided to support the decision of the United States to
withdraw from thedreaty, and we are not very much in fadowe are definitely

even againgt deploymat 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 | do not accept your assessment, or your opinion,

that we are willing to host rocketsori ssi |l es on our territ
will be a decision of all the allianc&!

Also, on 15 February 2019, Gavin Williamson, the Secretary of State for Defense of
theUK, at the 2019 Munich Security Conference, said that

Russia, despite its denials, has clearly breached thdarédFy It has made
clear[that] it is developing more missiles and nucleapable weapons that
[may] break this agreement. Trying to goad the West into a new arms race it
simply is not interesteith and does not waét.But, as a nation who hold dear

the values of democracy, tolerance and justice we must not be cowed or
i ntim dated. Thatds why our military ¢
of access and action across the globe, deployinfpotes 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 responder 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 miscalculatigf?

3% APress Rel ease, Ministry of Foreign A
https://www.mae.ro/en/node/4814@accessed June 15, 2021).

N Sel ect ReWdETreatyGrsi®t o t h

32 73The Munich Secur ity httesdiwmwiwegoveakigovernnient/spéethesithié ,
munichsecurityconference(accessed June 15, 2021).
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On 16 February 2019, Angela Merkel, the Chancellor of Geypadrthe 2019 Munich

Security Conference, said that

For us Europeans, if | may be so bold, the really bad news this year was the
announcement of the cancelling of the INeaty. After not decades, but years

of violations of the terms of thigeaty by Rusia, this was unavoidable. We
Europeans all understood this. Nevertheleasd | say this to our American
colleagues it leaves us with a very interesting constellatiotreatythat was
essentially designed for Europe, an arms redudteatythat 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 armgeduction. The answer cannot be a blind arms ¥ce.

Followingthe USAGs act ual wi t htleatpow2 Augubtr201® t he | NF
Franceds Ministry for Europe and Foreign Aff

France regrets that no solution could be found to preserve the Intermediate
Range Nuclear Forcseaty(INF), and that Russia did not respond to requests
for explanations or to repeated calls last year for compliance wittnetiigy

The INFtreatywasac e nt r al component of Europebs se

strategic stability. The end of thigatyraises the risks of instability in Europe

and erodes the international arms control system. France reaffirms its
commitment to arms control and to real amtifiable nuclear disarmament
anchored in legal authority, and encourages Russia and the United States to
extend the New STARTreatyon their nuclear stockpiles beyond 2021 and to
negotiate a successor to thrataty >4

On 2 August 2019, Heiko Maas, @®n Foreign Minister, said that

With the end of the INFreaty a pi ece of Europeds secur.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 armiBrace

challenges that we now face have become greater as a result of the end of the

Treatyand are no longer only confined to Europe...We therefore now call on

Russia and the US all the more urgently to preserve the New STARIyas

303

néAll of Us Together Wi || Be Naancklbod , " Says

https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/bkan/news/all-of-ustogetherwill -be-needeeasayschancellof
1581236 (accessed June 15, 2021).

% fHStatement by the Deputy Spokesperson ifof the Mini
IntermediatetRange Nucl ear Forces Treaty -MihidhFforEuope2 . 08. 19) , 0
and Foreign Affairs https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/frendoreignpolicy/securitydisarmament
andnonproliferation/news/2019/article/statement-the-deputyspokespersonf-the-ministry-for-

europeandforeign (accessed June 15, 2021).
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a cornerstone of ghal 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 cont?®i.

On 2 August 2019, Dominic Raab, British Foreign Secretary, tweeted

Russia has caused the INFeaty to collapse by secretly developing and
deployingdreatyvi ol ating missile system whi ch
Their contempt for the rules based international system threatens European
security. UK fully supports NTO6s r¥sponse.

On 5 August 20197 Bstnot been asked of us, not being considered, not been put to

us. | think | c¢ aHPrimaMirgsteraofAustraligeScott Mairisan t h at .
said of the notion regarding US Secretary E&peomments on pential US missiles

based in Europe and Asia.

All in all, European members of NATO argued that Russia, despite its denials, had
breached the INFeaty Besides, European states wanted the US and Russia to be able
to maintain a constructive dialogue for the protection of thetiblty. They asked for

this treatyto savefor their security. In other words, they focused on preserving the

INF agreemengaganst all odds and againtearms race implying instability.

Thus, reacting to the end of the INifeaty, it could be stated that some European
countries hae been displeased at the US unilateral decision to withdraw from the
treatysincethe INFtreaty, at least, had prevented a rapid nuclear arms race in Europe.
Sincethen,Eastern European states sought for more of increasing N#et@rence

role as they saw Russaga realthreatwhile many Western European states called for
increased dialogue on asncontrol with RussiaAll in all, the significance of NATO

increased for all European states.

3®riSel ect Reactions.oOoto the I NF Treaty Crisis

A NATO and Russia Trade Barbs after CAdgust2pse of
2019), https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/aug/02/nuclaanstreaty-deadnatorussiacruise
missiles (accessed June 15, 2021).

07 Trevor Marsha | sea, FfAAustralia Says |t Won'(AuguBté, Host i n
2019),https://apnews.com/article/57a311d303d943569cb84c8ae9cqat8tssed June 15, 2021).
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With the dissolution of the INFeaty, theoretically speaking, nuclear powers are able
to create a new multilaterédeaty that may include more nuclear stat@spre arms
control facilities and other signatories. All these are potentially possible, though
whether it is probable or not is questionable. Abovecall,European states be part of

such a nevireatyso as to protect their own security?

The US andrussiaare doing their best to maintain or improve their nuclear posture.
This renewed focus on nuclear arms capabilities. It is thought that the US stores
Atactical 0 nnieorediaterangeramchsharamge nuclear weapons
several Europeacountries under what is known d@auclear sharing Gurrently,
Germany, ltaly, the Netherlands, Belgiuand Turkey host the US tactical nuclear
weapons on their soil. That helped the éifhiance its nuclear umbrella over the

European continent.

Lately, the idea of Europeanisation of the Frenablear capabilityvas reminded by

Macron, whohad stated in February 2020 that French nuclear forces strengthen the
security of Europe through their very exist
dialopue 0 with the EU partners about téehe role o
security of Europ&® For Macron, this issue is even more significant today, as

AEur opeans muealizethatan the elwséncevokal legal framework, they

could quickly find themselves exposed to the resumption of a conventional, even

nucl ear, ar ms 3P @anee canmrotéchitsdlf in nuxlear terms) but

France has no obligation to share its nuclear power and technology with Europe.

The reactionof a German deputy close to Angela Merkel,Macronon Twitter

showed some engagemetiitough being vers ar cast i ¢ shoudBEakeupp eans

ANUear Weapons and Deterrence: t(eemiza2? 020)f Europe, 0
https://globalriskinsights.com/2020/12/nucleeeaponsanddeterrencehe-caseof-europe/
(accessed June 15, 2021).

3Julie Gaubert, @AMacron Ur gwist EUFrNancd ee aat Ded retnrcee, (St @
(February 10, 2020https://wwweuronews.com/2020/02/08/macroalls-for-coordinateeeu-nuclear
defencestrategywith-franceat-centre (accessed June 15, 2021).
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immediately Emmanuel Macras offer. If it is serious, it is the first step towards

integrating French nuclear erence into European defensé’ he said.

4.3.4. Asia

On 22 October 201& os hi hi de Suga, Japands Chief Cs

We attach great importance to the historic role of tit@atyon the issues of
arms control and disarmament. We would not like a situation when the US
would really have to withdraw from thieeaty We hope that the situation will
improve3!!

Suga added that the changes in the global security situgtose aserious problem
for stability and peace in Japatt?

On 2 February 2019, Geng Shuang, Cérfeoreign Ministry Spokesperson, said that

The multilateralization of the INFreatyinvolves a series of complex issues
covering political, military and legal fids, which draws concerns from many
countries. China opposes the multilateralization of tinesaty What is
imperative at the moment is to uphold and implement the existiatyinstead

of creating a new on&?

On 4 February 201%ugatold that

SJohann Wadephul , fiDas Angebot Von @Emmanuel Mac
Aufgreifen. Wenn Es Ernst Gemeint Istt Bas Der Erste Schritt in Richtung Einer Integration Der
Franz°®°sischen Nuklearen Abschreckung in Die Eur

2020),https://twitter.com/JoWdephul/status/12258263807278858@ktcessed June 15, 2021).

Sl Japan Hopes US Won' t htips:/tasskcomiwnri/108 Tl 8Geaesseddund AS S,
15, 2021).

312 bid.

S3AForei gn MipensontGeng Shaigngsk Remarks on the US Suspending INF Treaty

Obl igations and Beginning Wi thdr
https://lwww.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/xwfw_665399/495665401/2535 665405/t1635268.shtml

(accessed June 15, 2021).
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As thetreaty has played a historic role in arms control and reduction, it is

undesirable thatthieeatyb e ended € The i s stiedyisof mi ssi | ¢
directly linked to security in East Asia. (Japan) will communicate with relevant

countries, including Resia and China, while cooperating with the United

States’

On 2 August 2019, Hua Chunyinghinese Foreign Ministry Spokesperson, said that

Withdrawing from the INFTreatyis another negative move of the U.S. that
ignores its international commitment and pursues unilateralism. Its real
intention is to make théreaty no longer binding on itself so that it can
unilaterally seeka] military and strategic edgé?®

What bringsthe USand Russia together ftine termination of the INEreatyis that

China is actually out of this equation, and therefore, China can produce weapons that
the agreement has prohibited. Of courses i just limited to Chinalthough both

the US ad 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.
Nonethelessthe discourse expressed the US and Russis a movement on the
assumption thaheycan include it in this equation. The US has done this openly, but
as of the poinit has reached, China does not want to enter into such an equation.
Briefy , Chi nese nucl ear weaponso6 goals are #fAto
ito deter .Muclear attack

On 5 August 2019, Choi Hywsoo, South Korean Defense Ministry spokesperson,
talked about Secretary Esficomments on potentialS missiles baseth Europe
and AsiaiOur 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

4 Sel ect Reactions.oto the I NF Treaty Crisis

SBAForeign Ministry SpokRegpelrasonPHasas Chamfyé mgnce on A
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/xwfw_665399/s2510 665401/2511_ 665403/t1685765.shtml
(accessed June 15, 2021).

316 George P. ShultZ,he War That Must Nev&e Fought: Dilemmas of Nuclear Deterrer{&anford,
CA: Hoover Inst. Press, Stanford Univ., 2015.361.
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internally reviewed the issue and have no plan to d’é@As of now, | believe that
[the mattefis not among agenda items for the upcoming defense miditttks 3¢
she added.

Hence, it can be stated that the reaction of the Chinese to the US withdrawal from the
INF treatywasas expectedlyegative Asian alies of the USarealso 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
groundbased intermediatenge systems would have to be stationeturtber away

than JapamndSouth Kore&!® These two countries are to welcome the US missiles.
For instance, the United States situatedsouth Koreaan active defence such as
THAAD?3?° (Terminal High Altitude Area Defencepissile defense systerat

destbilized the regional missile defense system
SzeFung Lee, a Researcher, at Global Studies Institute, Hong, idonges that

developing nuclear weapons may not be the wise choice for East Asian
countries at the moment, however, given the fact thatmaband international
security in the AsidPacific is deemed to curtail, regardless of their decision to
go nuclear or not, East Asia nations should increase their latency nuclear
deterrencé?!

"Yonhap, fAUS to Decide Missile Deployment Locat.i
Korea Herald (August 5, 2019), http://www.koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20190805000169
(accessed June 15, 2021).

88Yonhap, fAUS to Decide Missile Deployment Locati

S9AndreyBak i t skiy, fAWhat the End of the I NF Treaty M
https://carnegie.ru/commentary/8046&2ccessed June 15, 2021).

320 The THAAD terminal (formerly theatre) highltitude 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.

Seethat A THAAD Th e a ttitude Areai RefenseAMi ssi |l e System, 0 Ar my
https://www.armytechnology.com/projects/thaa@daccessed June 15, 2021).

21szeFung Lee, fdAThe Nucl e a rhttgslwww.ifirees.org/enffesearchesAtei a, o0 |
nuclearfuture-of-eastasia/4926(accessed July 20, 2021).
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What is more, the INEreatywas prominent for Turkey since intermediaddge and

shorterrange missiles can be seen as a threat. In this context, on 4 September 2019,
Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdojan told
t hat @Asome c ibeswith muclearsvarheads, nahone & two, but they told

us we could not have t F?BExplcitlyheicdtitizedtee coul d no
NPT, which Turkey signed on -BuBleadvaapanary 1969
stat®, which has acknowledgl 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 201 Erdojan highlighted the I
states with and without nuclear weapédfis’Never t hel es s, in 2017, Er

that Turkey can obtain these weapons.

UN SecretaryGe ner al Antonio Guterres has warned t
nucl e awvasbargtost?*Dr . Har aGedmahsalnuclear exgermeans

the INF treaty is now more than 30 years old, and there are new owners of
intermediaterange missiles who should in some way be cové&ett. could be

expanded to include countries likdina, India, Pakistan, North Koreand Israel an

idea that both the US and Russia had indicated being open to. Intercalary, it can be

argued that todayhere arenot enough negotiations and agreements on nuclear

weapons. The US side considered that Russia committed something, Russia would

blame the US, themlialogue on strategic stability was closed. After the US pulled out

of the deal, some sources argued tould allow it to counter the missile forces of

2Tim Korso, fAErdogan Says He Cannot Accept Other Stat
Sputnik International (September 5, 2019),
https://sputniknews.com/middleeast/20190905107672@38Ggancannotacceptturkey-canthave

nukes/ (accessed June 15, 2021).

2 AT¢erkiye N¢kl eer Silah I'r et (Septembdi 5, ®019)BBC News
https://www.bbc.com/turkce/haberdunya4959247] (accessed June 15, 2021).

41 NF Nuclear Treaty: Trump Says N@ugusP3a2019), Shoul d | nc|
https://www.bbc.com/news/words-canada49213892 (accessed June 15, 2021).

Fumi hi ko Yoshida and Tatsujiro Suzuki, AThe State o
with Experts at the Carnegie Intert i onal Nuc | e ar Jolmallfor Regce &d Nutlear e nc e, 0
Disarmameng®, no. 2 (March 2019), p.618.
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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 thdreaty 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 signedhis agreement. While this agreement limits the two signatory states,
the fact that it offers nesignatory nuclear states like China the opportunity to produce
nuclear weapons that can be used at stamige and intermediatange missiles does

not complywith 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 Europearifn 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 strategyEfmope, 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 urther guarantee of NATO nuclear

umbrella as a nuclear deterrence posture, has no aspiration to possess nuclear weapons.

Franceds position as a solo action, forc

as for France priorioyYVYies, ithe EUemals Mmhio
o8



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 Francegs 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 iime 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 sideedfiiwhen 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 pogiio
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 | (START |) 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 | expired, START Il, 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 Febary 2026 as the new US administration, under Biden, decided

to rectify the Trump administrationbs ha:

This chapter attempts to examine the relationship between New START, the only
remaining bilateral arms control agreethe/orked 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 Russialds President Me d v
negotiations on &lew START in early April 2009. In a joint statement issued after
they met in London, they showed that the sut

reductionand limitation of strategic offensive arm®°

It can be stated that the security environment has sorely changed since New START
was negotiated in 2010. The New START cove
equationd wherei n miss emsegspadtmded assets,andnew we ap

advanced technologies are not subject to formal arms control agreéfents.

The Presidents also agreed that they would look for reducing their forces below those
of the 2002 Moscow reatyand that the new agreement would
mutually increase the security of the Parties and the predictability and stability
of their strategially offensive forces, and involve effective verification

measures, which is taken from the experience of Bagties in the
implementation of the START Agreemefit

The Presidents further cultivated their New
indications of the range they were considering for the limits irtréaty through a
Joint Understanding they sighat their summit meeting in Moscow in July 2669.
Theyweighed in withthat the nevagreementvould restrict both partiesom 500 to

26 Joint Statement by President Dmitriy Medvedev of t
Ob ama of t he United St ates o f America, 0 Nati onal
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gowpiessoffice/joint-statemenpresidertdmitriy-medvedev
russianfederationandpresidertbarack, (accessed June 15, 2021).

27/ The eBfUtSIRussi an Arms Control: Principles of Engageme
for Strategic and International Studidgtps://wwwcsis.org/analysis/futurasrussianarmscontrol
principlesengagemerandnewapproachegaccessed June 15, 2021).

A The New START Treaty: Ce n tCongressidnal Resdarsh Sergiact Key Provi
(February 3, 2021), p.4.

2 Fact Sheet : The Joint Undeornst Bmelatny, of of J utlhye 6STAR
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the _press_officAET-SHEET-The-JointUnderstandingor-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 watitdads.
addition, they committed that the nésgatywould contain
provisions on definitions, data exchanges, notifications, eliminations,
inspections and verification procedures, as well as confidence building and

transparency measures, as adapted, singhlifend made less costly, as
appropriate, in comparison to the STARaty>3!

On 26 March 2010, Obama and Medvedev formally announced they had reached an
agreement on the New STARY. The United States and Russia signed the New
START on 8 April 201633

The newtreatyis not an extension dhe 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 originateatyreflect the uncertainty and suspicion that were
evident in the last years of the Cold War. The New STARAsproduced 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 stas as nuclearand nonuc |l ear had to be settl e

reductions had to be completed within seven years after entry into force and continued

830 Ri chard Weit z, AiMoving Past START, o \
https://www.worlgoliticsreview.com/articles/4157/movirgaststart (accessed June 15, 2021).

BlJoint Understanding by Obama, Medvedev on Weap:
the Press SecretaryJuly 8, 2009), https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gowiessoffice/joint-
understandingstartfollow-treaty, (accessed June 15, 2021).

2ATreaty between The United States of America al
Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic O
Initiative - Ten Years of Building a Safer Worldttps://www.nti.org/learn/treatiesndregimes/treaty
betweenrthe-united statesof-americaandthe-russianfederationon-measuregor-the-further
reductionandlimitation-of-strategieoffensivearms/ (accessed June 15, 2021).

333 The treaty is officially titled the Treaty Between the United States of America aridussan

Federation on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. The text

of the Treaty, its Protocol, annexes,andariplea r t i cl e anal ysis can be founc
- United St ates Depart mentDepartmént oSt Htate,, 0 uU.
http://www.state.gov/t/avc/newstart/c44126.h{accessed June 15, 2021).
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for another eight yeaf8* With the onsite inspection, states were verified. Both the
US and Russia maintained reduction workings. START Il as aneatyentered into

force, which caused START I to expire.

Actually, the parties to th&élew START still seekprovisions that Wi 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 inclilkelayers of boundaries and glorification. Both
the US and Russizan designate their own mix of labdsed intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs), submarirkaunched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and heavy
bombers. What is more, currently, the parties wareless interested in fostering
continued cooperation and openness betvaedim partieghan in drowning pathways

for potential avoidance plans.

After a surprisingly contentious process, U Senate gave consent to ratification of
the New START on 22 @mber 20162 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.

On 28 January 2011, President Dmitry Medvedguesd a bill of ratification of the
New START¥" The Russian bill expressed that the New START can only be fulfilled
if planned the US missile defense systemsnidd reduce the Russian nuclear
deterrene>8

% AStrategic Ar ms Reduction Treaty I (START 1),
https://lwww.armscontrol.org/treaties/strategitnsreductiontreatyi, (accessed June 15, 2021).

3 Steven Pifer, iSenate Ratifies New START, 0o B
https://lwww.brookings.edu/blog/eipont/2010/12/22/senatatifiesnewstart| (accessed June 15,
2021).

fiTreaty between The United St ddnersMeastiresfomtber i ca and t !
Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (New START)

337 bid.

338 |bid.
10¢


https://www.armscontrol.org/treaties/strategic-arms-reduction-treaty-i
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/up-front/2010/12/22/senate-ratifies-new-start/

On 5 February 2011, thteeaty entered into force the following Secretary of State
Clinton and Foreign Minister Lavrov exchanged the instruments of ratification. New
START took placan the 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductidireaty known as the
MoscowTreaty, which then ended in 2083°New START provided that within seven
years, the parties completed their required reducttns.

New START would beset 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 X1V, paragraph 2 of theaty, which expressed
If either Party raises the issue of extension of Tmesaty, the Parties shall
jointly consider the matter. If the Parties decide to extendtiety, it will be
extended for a period of no more than five years unless it is superseded earlier

by a subsegent agreement on the reduction and limitation of strategic
offensive arms*

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 offiéidew START

Is manifedly in the national security interest of the United States and makes even more
sense when the relationfhip with Russia |

Secretary of State Anthony Blinkexpanded on this point in his statement released

after the final exchange of diplomatic notes on 3 February 2021. He noted that

339The Moscow Treaty was to remain in force until December 31, 2012, unless replaced by a subsequent
treaty.

0 He at her Ne&haSTART TreatyfCentral Limits Take EffétiS. Department of State, press

statement 0 Washington, (Februarg 5, 2018),
https://lwww.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2018/02/277888,htm( accessed June 15, 2021)
Commitment to New START TreadyFor ei gn Mi ni st News Agenty8bBiarnRsy s si an
2018),http://tass.com/politics/988458ccessed June 15, 2021).

341 See thaffreaty Between the United States of America and the Russian Federation on Measures for
the Further Reddion and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.

2John Hudson, M#ABi den -pedrmitensios onrkeynicleanarnmsdreay méirkt f i v e
foray with Russi(ajuary 20262https.dviwa.washHngtenpost.com/national
security/biderrussianucleartreaty-extension/2021/01/21/4667a1%b4011ebaaad

93988621dd28_storytiml, (accessed June 15, 2021).
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Extending the New STARTIreaty ensures we have verifiable limits on
Russian ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers until Februa2®36. The New

START Treatyo s veri fication regi me . .. provi

Russi aods nucl ear postur e, including

i nspections Especially during t
intercontinetal-range nuclear weapons are vitally important. Extending the
New STARTTreatymakes the United States, U.S. allies and partners, and the
world safer. An unconstrained nuclear competition would endanger3 all.

According tothe USPresident Biden, thextension of the New START is only the

beginning of the efforts to address®2¥ntury security challenges in terms of arms

t
me s

control reducing the dangers from Chinaos

the effective arms control that enhances stabtlignsparency and predictability while

reducing the risks of costly, dangerous arms rétes.

The Biden Administratiod®® 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 thetreatyand assessing whether it continued to serve US national security
interests before deciding whether the United States wouldgeopr accept a five

year extensioA® Deputy Secretary of State Andrea Thompson and Deputy Secretary
of Defense David Trachtenberg expressiedr concerns about the&eaty 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

RAOn the Extension of the New STA-RJhitediStateat y with
( Mar

Depart ment of State, 0 U.S. D enfpa:/iwtvwnstateigov/ettie St at e

extensiorof-the-new starttreatywith-the-russianfederation/ (accessed June 15, 2021).

344 bid.

345U.S. Congress, ®ate Committee on Foreign RelatioBsatus ® U.S-Russia Arms Control Efforts
Hearing, 11% Cong., 2nd sess., September 18, 2018.
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thetreatyand modernized and expanded its sharnige norstrategic nuclear weapsn
stockpiles outside theeatyds 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

treaty34°

In April 2019, US President Trumplirected his staff to develop proposals for
expanded arms control efforts that would include China as a party, noting that the
Uni ted States shoul d fcenga paallendirg or@drifyimga t o |
its capabiliti*ts for the first time.?od

The New START limitghe two largest nuclear weapons arsenals of the Watié.
agreement is based on both sides eventually reducing their nuclear arsenal to a total of
700 missiles, 1,550 warheadsd 800 launchers.

The public debate about tb&tension 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 Rusgis new types of systes would be included within the boundaries

of thetreaty 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 thaiglpproach 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 Retatioresof
Nuclear Arms ContrglHearing, 118 Cong., 1st sess., May 15, 2019.

%Paul Sonne and John Hudson, -cinfral pushpvithoRussiaand st af f
China, o Wa s h(Aprilg 250 r2019F bttpst//www.washingtonpost.com/world/national
security/trumpordersstaff-to-preparearmscontrolpushwith-russiaand
china/2019/04/25/c7f05e080761169-9412daf3d2e67c6d_story.html?utm_term=.3e294ce0a8e9

(accessed June 15, 2021).
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Russia and Chin#® Some have also suggested that the US and Russia extend the
treaty for less than all five. Theyemphasied that preserving the limits and
transparency in theatywhile pressuring Russia and possibly China to negotiate a

continuation agreement could relieve US concéths.

The Russian Foreign Ministry said that Ru&siextension 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 internalprocedures 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 dfigve START with Russia is

the beginning of efforts to addi®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 toreduce nuclear threats and address strategic stability
concerns. | 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 levelset and remind yothat3>°

According to the US State Department statement, the extension will guarantee that the

Russian nuclear arsenal hadrifiable limits & is stated thathe extension of the

St ephen Pifer, fAwWant to I mprove Rel dg3eptembes wi th Russ];
6, 2018), https://www.brookings.edu/blog/ordénom-chaos/2018/09/06/watb-improverelations
with-russiaheresa-start/ (accessed June 18021) Th o mas M. Countryman, ACan Trum

Head Oof f a New N u c Armsa Contrél r AssociatiBrgAugust, 8 2018),
https://www.armscontrol.org/isstiiefs/201808/trump putin-headnewnucleararmsrace
(accessed June 15, 2021).

349 Franklin C. Miller and Eric Edelmn, fRussia |Is Beefing Up |ts Nuclear
u. S. Needs t o Do . ,(December Pol 30f i c 02019),
https://www.politico.com/news/maga=f2019/12/31/russiaucleararsenanew-start091487

(accessed June 15, 2021).

fPentagon Press SGamernarfr iCofnidug,te WFfS. DEPARTMENT (
https://lwww.defense.gov/Newsroom/Transcripts/Transcript/Article/2494036/penpaiges
secretaryconductsoff-camerabriefing/, (accessed June 15, 2021).
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New START Agreement ensures that there are verifiable limits on RUugdns,
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 STARTIreatyas a cornerstone of international security,
would allow toleave 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 morebt#atrajectory, reach new substantial

results which would strengthen our national security and global strategic
351

stability.
It may be assumed thidie decision taken theextentthe New START help overcome
the tendency to collapse arms contméchanisms This is the onlyremaining
mechanism that brings the USA and Russia to work together to strengthen global
strategic stability.On the one hand, the USA and Russia see themsalvdse
legitimate actors of arms control and, on the other haede are other nuclear powers

who remain out of such arms control mechanism, but they are possessing nuclear arms.

5.3. The NewSTART Undermined the INF Treaty

After the INFtreatywas terminated, the only bilateral agreement between the US and

Russia is the New START agreement.

On 5 February 2018, theS.and Russia met thgivotal limits of the New START
From that date, thelyave stayed at or below theihey are

700 deployed intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), deployed submarine
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and deployed heavy bombers equipped
for nuclear armament$;550 nuclear warheads on deployed ICBMg|ayed
SLBMs, and deployed heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments (each
such heavy bomber is counted as one warhead toward this §60tjieployed

¥l St atement by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs ¢
Treaty on Measur es for t he Further Reduction a
https://www.mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/newssset_publisher/cKNonkJEO2Bw/content/id/4551078

(accessed June 15, 2021).
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and nonrdeployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers
equipped for nuclear armaments.

The New START is related to intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) unlike the
intermediaterange INFtreaty 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 INFreaty, thereforethe New START undermined the significance of

the INFtreaty.

Regarding the China factor, the United States and Russia will not take kipdHing
China into such an equation. Why will not theytdat? That is becausa order to be
drawn into this equation, the stockpile in Clishands 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 INRreatyis that countries like China could produce shrartge
and intermediateange weapons whereas only the US and Russia were subject to

certain limitations in this regard.

Looking at the New START, if a conclusion based as th 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 INfeatytechnologically invalid or dysfunctional is that the
intercontinental ballistic missiles are very advanced. This pogegstion mark on

the need for shagt and intermediateange 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.

2 ANew START- Uhridetdy St ates Depart ment of St at e,

https://lwww.state.gov/nesstart/ (accessed June 15, 2021).
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Table 1:From 2014 to 2019 Total Inventory of World Nuclear Foftes

No | State 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
1 [USA 7,260 | 7,000 | 6,800 | 6,450 | 6,185 | 5,800
2 |Russia 7500 | 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 | 100120 | 120-130| 130-140| 130-140| 150
7 |Pakistan 100-120| 110130 | 130-140| 140-150| 150160| 160
8 |Israel 80 80 80 80 | 8090 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 toTable 1 it may be said that total inventory has diminisfrech 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 oppatunities provided by the INEeatyare 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 tifd&ty had no technological
importance anymre, and in any casen the INF framework the old weapons were

%/HSI PRI Yearbook 2015 Armaments, Disar mament
p.18, https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2008/YB-15-SummaryEN.pdf, (accessed June 15,
2021); ASI PRI Yearbook 2016 Armaments, Disar mamer
p.23, https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/YBBummaryENG.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021);

iSl PRI Year book 20dmerAtr mame nk It e Dn &tair onn a | Securit
https://lwww.sipri.org/sites/default/files/200B/yb1Zsummaryeng.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021);
iSl PRI Yearbook 2018 Armament s, Di sar mament
https:/iwww.sipri.org/sites/default/files/20181/yb_18 summary_en.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021);

anc

and

Sl PRI Yearbook 2019 Ar mament s, Di sar mament and
https://lwww.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2048/yb19 summary_eng_1l.pdhccessed June 15, 2021);
Sl PRI Yearbook 2020 Ar mament s, Di sar mament and

https://lwww.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2021B/yb20_summary_en_v2.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021).
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destroyed, and hencthe US and Russia focus more on ICBMs, not on-tj{fe
distances, so it can be said that the New START is more significant than ttredlNf

5.4. Conclusion

The NewSTART currently exists as the last remaining legally binding agreement on

arms contr ol bet ween the United States and
nuclear stocks. It does not seem to be rational to invite or force the other nuclear states

to takepart 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

theopenng of the Pandorads box and, hence, they

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,diguificant place

within the architecture of nuclear agreements. Following its entry into force, the INF
treaty largely fulfilled its specific task of reduction of intermedisagge nuclear
weapons ranging from 500 to 5,500 km. Hence, many continentg&am 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 sogmf role

in preventing the production of longnge, 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 nuelearms 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 treali&e 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 whyeth signed the INF treaty and did not seek for a strategy

to find out a possibility to include other nuclear or fmutlear states to be included

into the INF treaty nor did they come to a conclusion that they should genuinely seek

to destroy all existinguclear weapons in the world.
112



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 instadhina, 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 pdiof eliminating intermediateange and shorteange 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 d&mament and arms control agreements, which have very little
function in reality, and the nuclear arms race in intermedatge and shoriange
missiles, which is open today, reveal how dangerous the course of the world people

live in.

It is hypocriticalfor 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 maintaithe 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 reshaced
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

11¢



and those trying to acquire weapons would also face sanctions. If this agréachent
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 nddamma 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 ofarusleapons.
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 trenafédsts

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 controrather than any real disarmament.
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APPENDICES

A. THE TEXT OF TREATY ON THE NON-PROLIFERATION OF
NUCLEAR WEAPONS (NPT)

The States concluding this Treaty, hereinatier referred to as the Parties to the Treaty,

Considering the devastation that would be visited upon all mankind by a nuclear war
and the consequent need to make every effort to avert the danger of such a war and to
take measures to safeguard the security of peoples,

Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the
danger of nuclear war,

In conformity with resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly calling for the
conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of wider dissemination of nuclear

Weapons,

Undertaking to co-operate in facilitating the application of International Atomic
Energy Agency safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities,

Expressing their support for research, development and other efforts to further the
application, within the framework of the International Atomic Energy Apency
safepuards system, of the principle of safeguarding effectively the flow of source and
special fissionable materials by use of instruments and other techniques at certain
strategic points,

Affirming the principle that the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear
technology, including any technological by-products which may be derived
bv nuclear-weapon States from the development of nuclear explosive devices, should
be available for peaceful purposes to all Parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-
weapon or non-huclear-weapon States,

Convinced that, in furtherance of this principle, all Parties to the Treaty are entitled to
participate in the fullest possible exchange of scientific information for, and to
contribute alone or in co-operation with other States to, the further development of the
applications of atomic energy for peaceful purposes,

14z



Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and to undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear
disarmament,

Urging the co-operation of all States in the attainment of this objective,

Recalling the determination expressed by the Parties to the 1963 Treaty banning
nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water in its
Preamble to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear
weapons for all time and to continue negotiations to this end,

Desiring to further the easing of international tension and the strengthening of trust
between States in order to facilitate the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear
weapons, the liguidation of all their existing stockpiles, and the elimination from
national arsenals of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery pursuant to a
Treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control,

Recalling that, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, States must
refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the
territorial integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other manner
inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations, and that the establishment and
maintenance of international peace and security are to be promoted with the least
diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic resources,

Have agreed as follows:
Article 1

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to transfer to any
recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or
control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; and not in any
way 1o assist, encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or control over
such weapons or explosive devices.

Article I

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive the
transfer from any transferor whatsoever of muclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or
indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture
of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.
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Article ITI

1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept
safeguards, as set forth in an agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the
International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance with the Statute of the
International Atomic Energy Agency and the Agency’s safeguards system, for the
exclusive purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its obligations assumed under this
Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. Procedures for the safeguards
required by this Article shall be followed with respect to source or special
fissionable material whether it is being produced, processed or used in any principal
nuclear facility or is outside any such facility. The safeguards required by this Article
shall be applied on all source or special fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear
activities within the territory of such State, under its jurisdiction, or carried out under
its control anywhere.

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes notto provide: (a) source or special
fissionable material, or (b) equipment or material especially designed or prepared for
the processing, use or production of special fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-
weapon State for peaceful purposes, unless the source or special fissionable material
shall be subject to the safeguards required by this Article.

3. The safeguards required by this Article shall be implemented in a manner designed
to comply with Article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the economic or
technological development of the Parties or international co-operation in the field of
peaceful nuclear activities, including the international exchange of nuclear material
and equipment for the processing, use or production of nuclear material for peaceful
purposes in accordance with the provisions of this Article and the principle of
safeguarding set forth in the Preamble of the Treaty.

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty shall conclude agreements with the
International Atomic Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this Article either
individually or together with other States in accordance with the Statute of
the International Atomic Energy Agency. MNegotiation of such agreements shall
commence within 180 days from the original entry into force of this Treaty. For States
depositing their instruments of ratification or accession after the 180-day period,
negotiation of such agreements shall commence not later than the date of such deposit.
Such agreements shall enter into force not later than eighteen months after the date of
initiation of negotiations.

Article IV
1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the
Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for

peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity with Articles 1 and II of
this Treaty.

144



2. All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the right to participate
in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and
technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Parties to the Treaty
in a position to do so shall also co-operate in contributing alone or together with other
States or international organizations to the further development of the applications of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, especially in the territories of non-muclear-
weapon States Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the needs of the
developing areas of the world.

Article ¥

Each Party to the Treaty undertakes to take appropriate measures to ensure that, in
accordance with this Treaty, under appropriate international observation and through
appropriate  international procedures, potential  benefits  from any peaceful
applications of nuclear explosions will be made available to non-nuclear-
weapon States Party to the Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis and that the charge to
such Parties for the explosive devices used will be as low as possible and exclude any
charge for research and development. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty
shall be able to obtain such benefits, pursuant to a special international agreement or
agreements, through an appropriate international body with adequate representation of
non-nuclear-weapon States. Negotiations on this subject shall commence as soon as
possible after the Treaty enters into force. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the
Treaty so desiring may also obtain such benefits pursuant to bilateral agreements.

Article ¥1

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and
to nuclear disarmament, and ona treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control.

Article VII

Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of States to conclude regional
treaties in order to assure the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective
territories.

Article VIII

1. Any Party to the Treaty may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text of any
proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall
circulate it to all Parties to the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so by one-third
ormore of the Parties to the Treaty, the Depositary Governments shall convene a
conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties to the Treaty, to consider such an
amendment.
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2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of all
the Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the
Treaty and all other Parties which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are
members of the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The
amendment shall enter into force for each Party that deposits its instrument of
ratification of the amendment upon the deposit of such instruments of ratification by a
majority of all the Parties, including the instruments of ratification of all nuclear-
weapon States Party to the Treaty and all other Parties which, on the date the
amendment is circulated, are members of the Board of Governors of the International
Atomic Energy Agency. Thereafter, it shall enter into force for any other Party upon
the deposit of its instrument of ratification of the amendment.

3. Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the
Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this
Treaty with a view to assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of
the Treaty are being realized. At intervals of five years thereafter, a majority of the
Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by submitting a proposal to this effect to the
Depositary Governments, the convening of further conferences with the same
objective of reviewing the operation of the Treaty.

Article IX

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign
the Treaty before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article
may accede to it at any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of
ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Sowviet
Socialist Republics and the United States of America, which are hereby designated the

Depositary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by the States, the Governments
of which are designated Depositaries of the Treaty, and forty other States signatory to
this Treaty and the deposit of their instruments of ratification. For the purposes of this
Treaty, a nuclear-weapon State 1s one which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear
weapon or other nuclear explosive device prior to 1 January 1967.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent
to the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit
of their instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding
States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of
ratification or of accession, the date of the entry into force of this Treaty, and the date
of receipt of any requests for convening a conference or other notices.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article
102 of the Charter of the United Nations.
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Article X

1. Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw
from the Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of
this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice
of such withdrawal to all other parties to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security
Council three months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the
extraordinary events it regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

2. Twenty-five vears after the entry into force of the Treaty, a conference shall be
convened to decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely, or shall be
extended for an additional fixed period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a
majority of the Parties to the Treaty. On 11 May 1995, in accordance with article X,
paragraph 2, the Review and Extension Conference of the Parties to the Trearty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons decided that the Treaty should
continue in force indefinitely (see decision 3).

Article X1

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which are
equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments.
Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary
Governments to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States.



B. THE TEXT OF TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA AND THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON
THE ELIMINATION OF THEIR INTERMEDIATE -RANGE AND
SHORTER-RANGE MISSILES

Stgned af Washington December &, 1987
Ratification advised by U.S. Senate May 27, 1988
Instruments of ratification exchanged June 1, 1988
Entered into force June I, 1958

Proclaimed by U.S. President December 27, 1988

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, hereinafter
referred to as the Parties,

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
outbreak of war and strengthen international peace and security, and

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons,

Have agreed as follows:

Article 1

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.

Article I

For the purposes of this Treaty:

1. The term "ballistic missile” means a missile that has a ballistic trajectory over most
of its flight path. The term "ground-launched ballistic missile (GLBM)" means a
ground-launched ballistic missile that is a weapon-delivery vehicle.

2. The term "cruise missile” means an unmanned, self-propelled vehicle that sustains
flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path. The term
"ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM)" means a ground-launched cruise missile
that is a weapon-delivery vehicle.
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3. The term "GLBM launcher” means a fixed launcher or a mobile land-based

transporter-

erector-launcher mechanism for launching a GLBM.

4. The termn "GLCM launcher” means a fixed launcher or a mobile land-based
transporter-erector-launcher mechanism for launching a GLCM.

5. The term "intermediate-range missile” means a GLBM or a GLCM having a range
capability in excess of 1000 kilometers but not in excess of 5500 kilometers.

6. The term "shorter-range missile” 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.

7. The term "deployment area” means a designated area within which intermediate-
range missiles and launchers of such missiles may operate and within which one or
more missile operating bases are located.

8. The term "missile operating base" means:

{a) in the case of intermediate-range missiles, a complex of facilities, located
within a deployment area, at which intermediate-range missiles and launchers
of such missiles normally operate, in which support structures associated with
such missiles and launchers are also located and in which support equipment
associated with such missiles and launchers iz normally located; and

place, at which shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles normally

operate and in which support equipment associated with such missiles and
launchers is normally located.

9. The term "missile support facility,” as regards intermediate-range or shorter-range
missiles and launchers of such missiles, means a missile production facility or a
launcher production facility, a missile repair facility or a launcher repair facility, a
training facility, a missile storage facility or a launcher storage facility, a test range, or
an elimination facility as those terms are defined in the Memorandum of
Understanding.

10. The term "transit” means movement, notified in accordance with paragraph 5(f) of
Anticle IX of this Treaty, of an intermediate-range missile or a launcher of such a
missile between missile support facilities, between such a facility and a deployment
area or between deployment areas, or of a shorter-range missile or a launcher of such
a missile from a missile support facility or a missile operating base to an elimination
facility.

11. The term "deployed missile™ means an intermediate-range missile located within
a deployment area or a shorter-range missile located at a missile operating base.
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12. The term "non-deployed missile" means an intermediate-range missile located
outside a deployment area or a shorter-range missile located outside a missile
operating base.

13. The term "deployed launcher" means a launcher of an intermediate-range missile
located within a deployment area or a launcher of a shorter-range missile located at a
missile operating base.

14. The term "non-deployed launcher" means a launcher of an intermediate-range
missile located outside a deployment area or a launcher of a shorter-range missile
located outside a missile operating base.

15. The term "basing country™ means a country other than the United States of America
ot the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on whose territory intermediate-range or
shorter-range missiles of the Parties, launchers of such missiles or support structures
associated with such missiles and launchers were located at any time after November
1, 1987. Missiles or launchers in transit are not considered to be "located.”

Article I11
1. For the purposes of this Treaty, existing types of intermediate-range missiles are:

{a) for the United States of America, missiles of the types designated by the
United States of America as the Pershing II and the BGM-109G, which are

known to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics by the same designations;
and

{b) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, missiles of the types designated
by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as the RSD-10, the R-12 and the R-

14, which are known to the United States of America as the S5-20, the 55-4
and the 58-5, respectively.

2. For the purposes of this Treaty, existing types of shorter-range missiles are:

{a) for the United States of America, missiles of the type designated by the
United States of America as the Pershing LA, which is known to the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics by the same designation; and

{b) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, missiles of the types designated
by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as the OTR-22 and the OTR-23,
which are known to the United States of America as the 55-12 and the 85-23,
respectively.
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Article IV

1. Each Party shall eliminate all its intermediate-range missiles and launchers of such
missiles, and all support structures and support equipment of the categories listed in
the Memorandum of Understanding associated with such missiles and launchers, so
that no later than three years after entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter no such
missiles, launchers, support structures or support equipment shall be possessed by
either Party.

2. To implement paragraph 1 of this Article, upon entry into force of this Treaty, both
Parties shall begin and continue throughout the duration of each phase, the reduction
of all types of their deployed and non-deployed intermediate-range missiles and
deployed and non-deployed launchers of such mussiles and support structures and
support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers in accordance with the
provisions of this Treaty. These reductions shall be implemented in two phases so that:

{a) by the end of the first phase, that is, no later than 29 months after entry into
force of this Treaty:
(1) the number of deployed launchers of intermediate-range missiles for
each Party shall not exceed the number of launchers that are capable of
carrying or containing at one time missiles considered by the Parties to
carry 171 warheads;

(ii) the number of deployed intermediate-range missiles for each Party
shall not exceed the number of such missiles considered by the Parties
to carry 180 warheads;

(111) the aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed launchers of
intermediate-range missiles for each Party shall not exceed the number
of launchers that are capable of carrying or containing at one time
missiles considered by the Parties to carry 200 warheads;

{iv) the aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed intermediate-
range missiles for each Party shall not exceed the number of such
missiles considered by the Parties to carry 200 warheads; and

(v) the ratio of the aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed
intermediate-range GLBMs of existing types for each Party to the
aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed intermediate-range
missiles of existing types possessed by that Party shall not exceed the
ratio of such intermediate-range GLEMSs to such intermediate-range
missiles for that Party as of November 1, 1987, as set forth in the
Memorandum of Understanding; and

(b) by the end of the second phase, that 1s, no later than three years after entry
into force of this Treaty, all intermediate-range missiles of each Party,
launchers of such missiles and all support structures and support equipment of
the categories listed in the Memorandum of Understanding associated with
such missiles and launchers, shall be eliminated.
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Article ¥

1. Each Party shall eliminate all its shorter-range missiles and launchers of such
missiles, and all support equipment of the categories listed in the Memorandum of
Understanding associated with such missiles and launchers, so that no later than 18
months after entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter no such missiles, launchers
or support equipment shall be possessed by either Party.

2. No later than 90 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall complete
the removal of all its deployed shorter-range missiles and deploved and non-deployed
launchers of such missiles to elimination facilities and shall retain them at those
locations until they are eliminated in accordance with the procedures set forth in the
Protocol on Elimination. No later than 12 months after entry into force of this Treaty,
each Party shall complete the removal of all its non-deployed shorter-range missiles
to elimination facilities and shall retain them at those locations until they are
eliminated in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Protocol on Elimination.

3. Shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles shall not be located at the
same elimination facility. Such facilities shall be separated by no less than 1000
kilometers.

Article VI
1. Upon entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter, neither Party shall:

{a) produce or flight-test any intermediate-range missiles or produce any stages
of such missiles or any launchers of such missiles; or

{b) produce, flight-test or launch any shorter-range missiles or produce any
stages of such missiles or any launchers of such missiles.

2. Notwithstanding paragraph 1 of this Article, each Party shall have the right to
produce a type of GLBM not limited by this Treaty which uses a stage which is
outwardly similar to, but not interchangeable with, a stape of an existing type of
intermediate-range GLBM having more than one stage, providing that that Party does
not produce any other stage which is outwardly similar to, but not interchangeable
with, any other stage of an existing type of intermediate-range GLBM.

Article VII
For the purposes of this Treaty:

1. If a ballistic missile or a cruise missile has been flight-tested or deployed for weapon
delivery, all missiles of that type shall be considered to be weapon-delivery vehicles.

2. If a GLBM or GLCM is an intermediate-range missile, all GLBMs or GLCMs of
that type shall be considered to be intermediate-range missiles. If a GLBM or GLCM
is a shorter-range missile, all GLBMs or GLCMs of that type shall be considered to be
shorter-range missiles.
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3.If a GLBM is of a type developed and tested solely to intercept and counter objects
not located on the surface of the earth, it shall not be considered to be a missile to
which the limitations of this Treaty apply.

4. The range capability of a GLBM not listed in Article IIl of this Treaty shall be
considered to be the maximum range to which it has been tested. The range capability
of a GLCM not listed in Article I of this Treaty shall be conzidered to be the
maximum distance which can be covered by the missile in its standard design mode
flying until fuel exhaustion, determined by projecting its flight path onto the earths
sphere from the point of launch to the point of impact. GLBMs or GLCMs that have a
range capability equal to or in excess of 500 kilometers but not in excess of 1000
kilometers shall be considered to be shorter-range missiles. GLEMs or GLCMs that
have a range capability in excess of 1000 kilometers but not in excess of 5500
kilometers shall be considered to be intermediate-range missiles.

5. The maximum number of warheads an existing type of intermediate-range missile
or shorter-range missile carries shall be considered to be the number listed for missiles
of that type in the Memorandum of Understanding.

6. Each GLBM or GLCM shall be considered to carry the maximum number of
warheads listed for a GLBM or GLCM of the type in the Memorandum of
Understanding.

7. If a launcher has been tested for launching a GLBM or a GLCM, all launchers of
that type shall be considered to have been tested for launching GLBMs or GLCMs.

8. It a launcher has contained or launched a particular type of GLBM or GLCM, all
launchers of that type shall be considered to be launchers of that type of GLBM or
GLCM.

9. The number of missiles each launcher of an existing type of intermediate-range
missile or shorter-range missile shall be considered to be capable of carrying or
containing at one time 18 the number listed for launchers of missiles of that type in the
Memorandum of Understanding.

10. Except in the case of elimination in accordance with the procedures set forth in the
Protocol on Elimination, the following shall apply:

{a) for GLBMs which are stored or moved in separate stages, the longest stage
of an intermediate-range or shorter-range GLBM shall be counted as a
complete missile;

{b) for GLBMs which are not stored or moved in separate stages, a canister of
the type used in the launch of an intermediate-range GLBM, unless a Party
proves to the satisfaction of the other Party that it does not contain such a
missile, or an assembled intermediate-range or shorter-range GLBM, shall be
counted as a complete missile; and
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{¢) for GLCMs, the airframe of an intermediate-range or shorter-range GLCM
shall be counted as a complete missile.

11. A ballistic missile which is not a missile to be used in a ground-based mode shall
not be considered to be a GLBM if it is test-launched at a test site from a fixed land-
based launcher which is used solely for test purposes and which is distinguishable from
GLBM launchers. A cruise missile which is not a missile to be used in a ground-based
mode shall not be considered to be a GLCM if it is test-launched at a test site from a
fixed land-based launcher which is used solely for test purposes and which is
distinguishable from GLCM launchers.

12. Each Party shall have the right to produce and use for booster systems, which might
otherwise be considered to be intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles, only
existing types of booster stages for such booster systems. Launches of such booster
systems shall not be considered to be flight-testing of intermediate-range or shorter-
range missiles provided that:

{a) stages used in such booster systems are different from stages used in those
missiles listed as existing types of intermediate-range or shorter-ranpe missiles
in Article III of this Treaty;

(b} such booster systems are used only for research and development purposes
to test objects other than the booster systems themselves;

{c) the ageregate number of launchers for such booster systems shall not
exceed 35 for each Party at any one time; and

{d) the launchers for such booster systems are fixed, emplaced above ground
and located only at research and development launch sites which are specified
in the Memorandum of Understanding.

Research and development launch sites shall not be subject to inspection pursuant to
Adticle X1 of this Treaty.

Article VIII

1. All intermediate-range missiles and launchers of such missiles shall be located in
deployment areas, at missile support facilities or shall be in transit. Intermediate-range
missiles or launchers of such missiles shall not be located elsewhere.

2. Stages of intermediate-range missiles shall be located in deployment areas, at
missile support facilities or moving between deployment areas, between missile
support facilities or between missile support facilities and deployment areas.

3. Until their removal to elimination facilities as required by paragraph 2 of Article V
of this Treaty, all shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles shall be located
at missile operating bases, at missile support facilities or shall be in transit. Shorter-
range missiles or launchers of such missiles shall not be located elsewhere.
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4. Transit of a missile or launcher subject to the provisions of this Treaty shall be
completed within 25 days.

5. All deployment areas, missile operating bases and missile support facilities are
specified in the Memorandum of Understanding or in subsequent updates of data
pursuant to paragraphs 3, 5{(a) or 5(b) of Article IX of this Treaty. Neither Party shall
increase the number of, or change the location or boundaries of, deployment areas,
missile operating bases or missile support facilities, except for elimination facilities,
from those set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding. A missile support facility
shall not be considered to be part of a deployment area even though it may be located
within the geographic boundaries of a deployment area.

6. Beginning 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, neither Party shall locate
intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles, including stages of such missiles, or
launchers of such missiles at missile production facilities, launcher production
facilities or test ranges listed in the Memorandum of Understanding.

7. Neither Party shall locate any intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles at
training facilities.

8. A non-deployed intermediate-range or shorter-range missile shall not be carried on
or contained within a launcher of such a type of missile, except as required for
maintenance conducted at repair facilities or for elimination by means of launching
conducted at elimination facilities.

9. Training missiles and training launchers for intermediate-range or shorter-range
missiles shall be subject to the same locational restrictions as are set forth for
intermediate-ranpe and shorter-ranpe missiles and launchers of such missiles in
paragraphs 1 and 3 of this Article.

Article IX

1. The Memorandum of Understanding contains categories of data relevant to
obligations undertaken with regard to this Treaty and lists all intermediate-range and
shorter-range missiles, launchers of such missiles, and support structures and support
equipment associated with such missiles and launchers, possessed by the Parties as of
November 1, 1987. Updates of that data and notifications required by this Article shall
be provided according to the categories of data contained in the Memorandum of
Understanding.

2. The Parties shall update that data and provide the notifications required by this
Treaty through the Muclear Risk Reduction Centers, established pursuant to the
Agreement Between the United States of Amernca and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Establishment of Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers of September 15,
1987,

3. No later than 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall provide
the other Party with updated data, as of the date of entry into force of this Treaty, for
all categories of data contained in the Memorandum of Understanding.
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4. No later than 30 days after the end of each six-month interval following the entry
into force of this Treaty, each Party shall provide updated data for all categories of
data contained in the Memorandum of Understanding by informing the other Party of
all changes, completed and in process, in that data, which have occurred during the
six-month interval since the preceding data exchange, and the net effect of those
changes.

5. Upon entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter, each Party shall provide the
following notifications to the other Party:

(a) notification, no less than 30 days in advance, of the scheduled date of the
elimination of a specific deployment area, missile operating base or missile
support facility;

{(b) notification, no less than 30 days in advance, of changes in the number or
location of elimination facilities, including the location and scheduled date of
each change;

(¢) notification, except with respect to launches of intermediate-range missiles
for the purpose of their elimination, no less than 30 days in advance, of the
scheduled date of the imitiation of the elimination of intermediate-range and
shorter-range missiles, and stages of such mussiles, and launchers of such
missiles and support structures and support equipment associated with such
missiles and launchers, including:

(1) the number and type of items of missile systems to be eliminated;
(ii) the elimination site;

(i) for intermediate-range missiles, the location from which such
missiles, launchers of such missiles and support equipment associated
with such missiles and launchers are moved to the elimination facility;
and

(iv) except in the case of support structures, the point of entry to be
used by an inspection team conducting an inspection pursuant to
paragraph 7 of Article XI of this Treaty and the estimated time of
departure of an inspection team from fhe point of entry to the
elimination facility;

{(d) notification, no less than ten days in advance, of the scheduled date of the
launch, or the scheduled date of the initiation of a series of launches, of
intermediate-range missiles for the purpose of their elimination, including:

(1) the type of missiles to be eliminated;
(11) the location of the launch, or, if elimination is by a series of
launches, the location of such launches and the number of launches in

the series;
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(ii1) the point of entry to be used by an inspection team conducting an
inspection pursuant to paragraph 7 of Article X1 of this Treaty; and

{iv) the estimated time of departure of an inspection team from the point
of entry to the elimination facility;

(e) notification, no later than 48 hours after they occur, of changes in the
number of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, launchers of such
missiles and support structures and support equipment associated with such
missiles and launchers resulting from elimination as described in the Protocol
on Elimination, including:

{i) the number and type of items of a missile system which were
eliminated; and

(i1) the date and location of such elimination; and

(f) notification of transit of intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles or
launchers of such missiles, or the movement of training missiles or training
launchers for such intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, no later than
48 hours after it has been completed, including:

(1) the number of missiles or launchers;
(i1) the points, dates, and times of departure and arrival;
(iii) the mode of transport; and

{(iv) the location and time at that location at least once every four days
during the period of transit.

6. Upon entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter, each Party shall notify the other
Party, no less than ten days in advance, of the scheduled date and location of the launch
of a research and development booster system as described in paragraph 12 of Article
VII of this Treaty.

Article X

1. Each Party shall eliminate its intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and
launchers of such missiles and support structures and support equipment associated
with such mussiles and launchers in accordance with the procedures set forth in the
Protocol on Elimination.

2. Verification by on-site inspection of the elimination of items of missile systems
specified in the Protocol on Elimination shall be carried out in accordance with Article
XI of this Treaty, the Protocol on Elimination and the Protocol on Inspection.



3. When a Party removes its intermediate-range missiles, launchers of such missiles
and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers from deployment
areas to elimination facilities for the purpose of their elimination, it shall do so in
complete deployed organizational units. For the United States of America, these units
shall be Pershing II batteries and BGM-109G flights. For the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, these units shall be 88-20 regiments composed of two or three battalions.

4. Elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and launchers of such
missiles and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers shall be
carried out at the facilities that are specified in the Memorandum of Understanding or
notified in accordance with paragraph 5(b) of Article IX of this Treaty, unless
eliminated in accordance with Sections IV or V of the Protocol on Elimination.
Support structures, associated with the missiles and launchers subject to this Treaty,
that are subject to elimination shall be eliminated in situ.

5. Each Party shall have the right, during the first six months afier entry into force of
this Treaty, to eliminate by means of launching no more than 100 of its intermediate-
range missiles.

6. Intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles which have been tested prior to entry
into force of this Treaty, but never deployved, and which are not existing types of
intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles listed in Article III of this Treaty, and
launchers of such missiles, shall be eliminated within six months after entry into force
of this Treaty in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Protocol on
Elimination. Such missiles are:

{a) for the United States of America, missiles of the type designated by the
United States of America as the Pershing 1B, which is known to the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics by the same designation; and

{b) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, missiles of the type designated
by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as the RK-55, which is known to
the United States of America as the S8C-X-4.

7. Intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles and
support structures and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers
shall be considered to be eliminated after completion of the procedures set forth in the
Protocol on Elimination and upon the notification provided for in paragraph 5ie) of
Adticle IX of this Treaty.

8. Each Party shall eliminate its deployment areas, missile operating bases and missile
support facilities. A Party shall notify the other Party pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of
Adticle IX of this Treaty once the conditions set forth below are fulfilled:

{a) all intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, launchers of such

missiles and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers
located there have been removed;
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(b} all support structures associated with such missiles and launchers located
there have been eliminated; and

() all activity related to production, flight-testing, training, repair, storage or
deployment of such missiles and launchers has ceased there.

Such deployment areas, missile operating bases and missile support facilities shall be
considered to be eliminated either when they have been inspected pursuant to
paragraph 4 of Article XI of this Treaty or when 60 days have elapsed since the date
of the scheduled elimination which was notified pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of Article
IX of this Treaty. A deployment area, missile operating base or missile support facility
listed in the Memorandum of Understanding that met the above conditions prior to
entry into force of this Treaty, and is not included in the initial data exchange pursuant
to paragraph 3 of Article IX of this Treaty, shall be considered to be eliminated.

9. If a Party intends to convert a missile operating base listed in the Memorandum of
Understanding for use as a base associated with GLBM or GLCM systems not subject
to this Treaty, then that Party shall notify the other Party, no less than 30 days in
advance of the scheduled date of the initiation of the conversion, of the scheduled date
and the purpose for which the base will be converted.

Article X1

1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of this
Treaty, each Party shall have the right to conduct on-site inspections. The Parties shall
implement on-site inspections in accordance with this Article, the Protocol on
Inspection and the Protocol on Elimination.

2. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections provided for by this Article
both within the territory of the other Party and within the territories of basing countries.

3. Beginning 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall have the
right to conduct inspections at all missile operating bases and missile support facilities
specified in the Memorandum of Understanding other than missile production
facilities, and at all elimination facilities included in the initial data update required by
paragraph 3 of Article [X of this Treaty. These inspections shall be completed no later
than 90 days after entry into force of this Treaty. The purpose of these inspections shall
be to verify the number of missiles, launchers, support structures and support
equipment and other data, as of the date of entry into force of this Treaty, provided
pursuant to paragraph 3 of Article IX of this Treaty.
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4. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections to verify the elimination,
notified pursuant to paragraph 5{a) of Article IX of this Treaty, of missile operating
bases and missile support facilities other than missile production facilities, which are
thus no longer subject to inspections pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of thizs Article. Such
an inspection shall be carried out within 60 days after the scheduled date of the
elimination of that facility. If a Party conducts an inspection at a particular facility
pursuant to paragraph 3 of this Article after the scheduled date of the elimination of
that facility, then no additional inspection of that facility pursuant to this paragraph
shall be permitted.

5. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections pursuant to this paragraph for
13 years after entry into force of this Treaty. Each Party shall have the right to conduct
20 such inspections per calendar year during the first three vears after entry into force
of this Treaty, 15 such inspections per calendar yvear during the subsequent five years,
and ten such inspections per calendar year during the last five vears. Neither Party
shall use more than half of its total number of these inspections per calendar year
within the territory of any one basing country. Each Party shall have the right to
conduct:

{a) inspections, beginning 90 days after entry into force of this Treaty, of
missile operating bases and missile support facilities other than elimination
facilities and missile production facilities, to ascertain, according to the
categories of data specified in the Memorandum of Understanding, the
numbers of missiles, launchers, support structures and support equipment
located at each missile operating base or missile support facility at the time of
the inspection; and

(b} inspections of former missile operating bases and former missile support
facilities eliminated pursuant to paragraph 8 of Article X of this Treaty other
than former missile production facilities.

6. Beginning 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall have the
right, for 13 years after eniry into force of this Treaty, to inspect by means of
continuous monitorng:

{a) the portals of any facility of the other Party at which the final assembly of
a GLBM using stages, any of which is outwardly similar to a stage of a solid-
propellant GLBM listed in Article III of this Treaty, is accomplished; or

{b) if a Party has no such facility, the portals of an agreed former missile

production facility at which existing types of intermediate-range or shorter-
range GLBMs were produced.
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The Party whose facility is to be inspected pursuant to this paragraph shall ensure that
the other Party is able to establish a permanent continuous monitoring system at that
facility within six months after entry into force of this Treaty or within six months of
initiation of the process of final assembly described in subparagraph (a). If, after the
end of the second year after entry into force of this Treaty, neither Party conducts the
process of final assembly described in subparagraph (a) for a period of 12 consecutive
months, then neither Party shall have the right to inspect by means of continuous
monitoring any missile production facility of the other Party unless the process of final
assembly as described in subparagraph (a) is initiated again. Upon entry into force of
this Treaty, the faciliies to be inspected by continuous monitoring shall be: in
accordance with subparagraph (b), for the United States of America, Hercules Plant
MNumber 1, at Magna, Utah; in accordance with subparagraph (a), for the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, the Votkinsk Machine Building Plant, Udmurt
Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic, Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic.

7. Each Party shall conduct inspections of the process of elimination, including
elimination of intermediate-range missiles by means of launching, of intermediate-
range and shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles and support equipment
associated with such missiles and launchers carried out at elimination facilities in
accordance with Article X of this Treaty and the Protocol on Elimination. Inspectors
conducting inspections provided for in this paragraph shall determine that the
processes specified for the elimination of the missiles, launchers and support
equipment have been completed.

&. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections to confirm the completion of
the process of elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and
launchers of such missiles and support equipment associated with such missiles and
launchers eliminated pursuant to Section V of the Protocol on Elimination, and of
training missiles, training missile stages, training launch canisters and training
launchers eliminated pursuant to Sections IL, IV and V of the Protocol on Elimination.

Article X1

1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of this
Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its disposal in
a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international law.

2. Neither Party shall:

(a) interfere with national technical means of verification of the other Party
operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article; or

(b) use concealment measures which impede verification of compliance with
the provisions of this Treaty by national technical means of verification carried
out in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article. This obligation does not
apply to cover or concealment practices, within a deployment area, associated
with normal training, maintenance and operations, including the use of
environmental shelters to protect missiles and launchers.
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3. To enhance observation by national technical means of verification, each Party shall
have the right until a Treaty between the Parties reducing and limiting strategic
offensive arms enters into force, but in any event for no more than three yvears after
entry into force of this Treaty, to request the implementation of cooperative measures
at deployment bases for road-mobile GLBMs with a range capability in excess of 5500
kilometers, which are not former missile operating bases eliminated pursuant to
paragraph B of Article X of this Treaty. The Party making such a request shall inform
the other Party of the deployment base at which cooperative measures shall be
implemented. The Party whose base is to be observed shall carry out the following
cooperative measures:

{a) no later than six hours after such a request, the Party shall have opened the
roofs of all fixed structures for launchers located at the base, removed
completely all missiles on launchers from such fixed structures for launchers
and displayed such missiles on launchers in the open without using
concealment measures, and

{b) the Party shall leave the roofs open and the missiles on launchers in place
until twelve hours have elapsed from the time of the receipt of a request for
such an observation.

Each Party shall have the right to make six such requests per calendar year. Only one
deployment base shall be subject to these cooperative measures at any one time.

Article XIII

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the
Parties hereby establish the Special Verification Commission. The Parties agree that,
if either Party so requests, they shall meet within the framework of the Special
Verification Commission to:

{a) resolve questions relating to compliance with the obligations assumed; and

(b) agree upon such measures as may be necessary to improve the viability and
effectiveness of this Treaty.

2. The Parties shall use the Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers, which provide for
continuous communication between the Parties, to:

{a) exchange data and provide notifications as required by paragraphs 3, 4, 5
and 6 of Article [X of this Treaty and the Protocol on Elimination;

{b) provide and receive the information required by paragraph 9 of Article X
of this Treaty;

{c) provide and receive notifications of inspections as required by Article XI
of this Treaty and the Protocol on Inspection; and
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{d) provide and receive requests for cooperative measures as provided for in
paragraph 3 of Article XII of this Treaty.

Article XTIV

The Parties shall comply with this Treaty and shall not assume any international
obligations or undertakings which would conflict with its provisions.

Article XV
1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

2. Each 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.

Article X1

Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed amendments shall enter
into force in accordance with the procedures set forth in Article XVII governing the
entry into force of this Treaty.

Article XVII

1. This Treaty, including the Memorandum of Understanding and Protocols, which
form an integral part thereof, shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the
constitutional procedures of each Party. This Treaty shall enter into force on the date
of the exchange of instruments of ratification.

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United
Mations.

DONE at Washington on December 8, 1987, in two copies, each in the English and
Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:
Ronald Reagan
President of the United States of America

FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS:
Mikhail Gorbachev
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
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C. THE TEXT OF THE NEW START

TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE RUSSIAN
FEDERATION ON MEASURES FOR THE FURTHER REDUCTION AND
LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

The United States of America and the Russian Federation,
hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Believing that global challenges and threats require new
approaches to interaction across the whole range of their
strategic relations,

Working therefore to forge a new strategic relationship
based on mutual trust, openness, predictability, and
cooperation,

Desiring to bring their respective nuclear postures into
alignment with this new relationship, and endeavoring to
reduce further the role and importance of nuclear weapons,

Committed to the fulfillment of their obligations under
Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons of July 1, 1968, and to the achievement of the
historic goal of freeing humanity from the nuclear threat,

Expressing strong support for on-going global efforts in
non-proliferation,

Seeking to preserve continuity in, and provide new impetus
to, the step-by-step process of reducing and limiting nuclear
arms while maintaining the safety and security of their
nuclear arsenals, and with a view to expanding this process in
the future, including to a multilateral approach,

Guided by the principle of indivisible security and
convinced that measures for the reduction and limitation of
strategic offensive arms and the other obligations set forth
in this Treaty will enhance predictability and stability, and
thus the security of both Parties,
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Recognizing the existence of the interrelationship between
strategic offensive arms and strategic defensive arms, that
this interrelationship will become more important as strategic
nuclear arms are reduced, and that current strategic defensive
arms do not undermine the viability and effectiveness of the
strategic offensive arms of the Parties,

Mindful of the impact of conventionally armed ICBMs and
SLBMs on strategic stability,

Taking into account the positive effect on the world
situation of the significant, verifiable reduction in nuclear
arsenals at the turn of the 21lst century,

Desiring to create a mechanism for verifying compliance
with the obligations under this Treaty, adapted, simplified,
and made less costly in comparison to the Treaty Between the
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic
Offensive Arms of July 31, 1991, hereinafter referred to as
the START Treaty,

Recognizing that the START Treaty has been implemented by
the Republic of Belarus, the Republic of Kazakhstan, the
Russian Federation, Ukraine, and the United States of America,
and that the reduction levels envisaged by the START Treaty
were achieved,

Deeply appreciating the contribution of the Republic of
Belarus, the Republic of Kazakhstan, and Ukraine to nuclear
disarmament and to strengthening international peace and
security as non-nuclear-weapon states under the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons of July 1, 1968,

Welcoming the implementation of the Treaty Between the
United States of America and the Russian Federation on
Strategic Offensive Reductions of May 24, 2002,

Have agreed as follows:
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Article I

1. Each Party shall reduce and limit its strategic offensive
arms in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty and
shall carry out the other obligations set forth in this Treaty
and its Protocol.

2. Definitions of terms used in this Treaty and its Protocol
are provided in Part One of the Protocol.

Article II

1. Each Party shall reduce and limit its ICBMs and ICBM
launchers, SLBMs and SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, ICBM
warheads, SLBM warheads, and heavy bomber nuclear armaments,
so that seven years after entry into force of this Treaty and
thereafter, the aggregate numbers, as counted in accordance
with Article III of this Treaty, do not exceed:

(a) 700, for deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed
heavy bombers;

(b) 1550, for warheads on deployed ICBMs, warheads on
deployed SLBMs, and nuclear warheads counted for deployed
heavy bombers;

(c) 800, for deployed and non-deployed ICBM launchers,
deployed and non-deployed SLBM launchers, and deployed and
non-deployed heavy bombers.

2. Each Party shall have the right to determine for itself
the composition and structure of its strategic offensive arms.
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Article III

1. For the purposes of counting toward the aggregate limit
provided for in subparagraph 1l(a) of Article II of this
Treaty:

(a) Each deployed ICBM shall be counted as one.
(b) Each deployed SLBM shall be counted as one.
(c) Each deployed heavy bomber shall be counted as one.

2. For the purposes of counting toward the aggregate limit
provided for in subparagraph 1(b) of Article II of this
Treaty:

(a) For ICBMs and SLBMs, the number of warheads shall be
the number of reentry vehicles emplaced on deployed ICBMs and
on deployed SLBMs.

(b) One nuclear warhead shall be counted for each
deployed heavy bomber.

3. For the purposes of counting toward the aggregate limit
provided for in subparagraph 1l(c) of Article II of this
Treaty:

(a) Each deployed launcher of ICBMs shall be counted as
one.

(b) Each non-deployed launcher of ICBMs shall be counted
as one.

(c) Each deployed launcher of SLBMs shall be counted as
one.

(d) Each non-deployed launcher of SLBMs shall be counted
as one.




(e) Each deployed heavy bomber shall be counted as one.

(f£) Each non-deployed heavy bomber shall be counted as
one.

4. For the purposes of this Treaty, including counting ICBMs
and SLBMs:

(a) For ICBMs or SLBMs that are maintained, stored, and
transported as assembled missiles in launch canisters, an
assembled missile of a particular type, in its launch
canister, shall be considered to be an ICBM or SLBM of that

type.

(b) For ICBMs or SLBMs that are maintained, stored, and
transported as assembled missiles without launch canisters, an
assembled missile of a particular type shall be considered to
be an ICBM or SLBM of that type.

(c) For ICBMs or SLBMs that are maintained, stored, and
transported in stages, the first stage of an ICBM or SLBM of a
particular type shall be considered to be an ICBM or SLBM of
that type.

(d) Each launch canister shall be considered to contain
an ICBM or SLBM from the time it first leaves a facility at
which an ICBM or SLBM is installed in it, until an ICBM or
SLBM has been launched from it, or until an ICBM or SLBM has
been removed from it for elimination. A launch canister shall
not be considered to contain an ICBM or SLBM if it contains a
training model of a missile or has been placed on static
display. Launch canisters for ICBMs or SLBMs of a particular
type shall be distinguishable from launch canisters for ICBMs
or SLBMs of a different type.

5. Newly constructed strategic offensive arms shall begin to
be subject to this Treaty as follows:

(a) an ICBM, when it first leaves a production facility;
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(b) a mobile launcher of ICBMs, when it first leaves a
production facility;

(¢) a silo launcher of ICBMs, when the silo door is first
installed and closed;

(d) an SLBM, when it first leaves a production facility;

(e) an SLBM launcher, when the submarine on which that
launcher is installed is first launched;

(f£) a heavy bomber equipped for nuclear armaments, when
its airframe is first brought out of the shop, plant, or
building in which components of such a heavy bomber are
assembled to produce complete airframes; or when its airframe
is first brought out of the shop, plant, or building in which
existing bomber airframes are converted to such heavy bomber
airframes.

6. ICBMs, SLBMs, ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy
bombers shall cease to be subject to this Treaty in accordance
with Parts Three and Four of the Protocol to this Treaty.
ICBMs or SLBMs of an existing type shall cease to be subject
to this Treaty if all ICBM or SLBM launchers of a type
intended for such ICBMs or SLBMs have been eliminated or
converted in accordance with Part Three of the Protocol to
this Treaty.

7. For the purposes of this Treaty:

(a) A missile of a type developed and tested solely to
intercept and counter objects not located on the surface of
the Earth shall not be considered to be a ballistic missile to
which the provisions of this Treaty apply.

(b) Within the same type, a heavy bomber equipped for
nuclear armaments shall be distinguishable from a heavy bomber
equipped for non-nuclear armaments.
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(c) Heavy bombers of the same type shall cease to be
subject to this Treaty or to the limitations thereof when the
last heavy bomber equipped for nuclear armaments of that type
is eliminated or converted, as appropriate, to a heavy bomber
equipped for non-nuclear armaments in accordance with Part
Three of the Protocol to this Treaty.

8. As of the date of signature of this Treaty:
(a) Existing types of ICBMs are:

(i) for the United States of America, the Minuteman
II, Minuteman III, and Peacekeeper;

(ii) for the Russian Federation, the RS-12M, RS-12M2,
RS-18, RS-20, and RS-24.

(b) Existing types of SLBMs are:

(i) for the Russian Federation, the RSM-50, RSM-52,
RSM-54, and RSM-56;

(ii) for the United States of America, the Trident
T

(c) Existing types of heavy bombers are:

(i) for the United States of America, the B-52G, B-
S52H, B-1B, and B-2A;

(ii) for the Russian Federation, the Tu-95MS and Tu-
160.

(d) Existing types of ICBM launchers and SLBM launchers
are:

(i) for the Russian Federation, ICBM launchers RS-
12M, RS-12M2, RS-18, RS-20, and RS-24; SLBM launchers RSM-50,
RSM-52, RSM-54, and RSM-56;
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(ii) for the United States of America, ICBM launchers
Minuteman II, Minuteman III, and Peacekeeper; the SLBM
launchers Trident II.

Article IV

1. Each Party shall base:
(a) deployed launchers of ICBMs only at ICBM bases;
(b) deployed heavy bombers only at air bases.

2. Each Party shall install deployed launchers of SLBMs only
on ballistic missile submarines.

3. Each Party shall locate:

(a) non-deployed launchers of ICBMs only at ICBM bases,
production facilities, ICBM loading facilities, repair
facilities, storage facilities, conversion or elimination
facilities, training facilities, test ranges, and space launch
facilities. Mobile launchers of prototype ICBMs shall not be
located at maintenance facilities of ICBM bases;

(b) non-deployed ICBMs and non-deployed SLBMs only at, as
appropriate, submarine bases, ICBM or SLBM loading facilities,
maintenance facilities, repair facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs,
storage facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs, conversion or
elimination facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs, test ranges, space
launch facilities, and production facilities. Prototype ICBMs
and prototype SLBMs, however, shall not be located at
maintenance facilities of ICBM bases or at submarine bases.

4. Non-deployed ICBMs and non-deployed SLBMs as well as non-
deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs may be in transit. Each
Party shall limit the duration of each transit between
facilities to no more than 30 days.
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5. Test launchers of ICBMs or SLBMs may be located only at
test ranges.

6. Training launchers may be located only at ICBM bases,
training facilities, and test ranges. The number of silo
training launchers located at each ICBM base for silo
launchers of ICBMs shall not exceed one for each type of ICBM
specified for that ICBM base.

7. Each Party shall limit the number of test heavy bombers to
no more than ten.

8. Each Party shall base test heavy bombers only at heavy
bomber flight test centers. Non-deployed heavy bombers other
than test heavy bombers shall be located only at repair
facilities or production facilities for heavy bombers.

9. Each Party shall not carry out at an air base joint basing
of heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments and heavy
bombers equipped for non-nuclear armaments, unless otherwise
agreed by the Parties.

10. Strategic offensive arms shall not be located at
eliminated facilities except during their movement through
such facilities and during visits of heavy bombers at such
facilities.

11. Strategic offensive arms subject to this Treaty shall not
be based outside the national territory of each Party. The
obligations provided for in this paragraph shall not affect
the Parties' rights in accordance with generally recognized
principles and rules of international law relating to the
passage of submarines or flights of aircraft, or relating to
visits of submarines to ports of third States. Heavy bombers
may be temporarily located outside the national territory,
notification of which shall be provided in accordance with
Part Four of the Protocol to this Treaty.




Article Vv

1. Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization
and replacement of strategic offensive arms may be carried
out.

2. When a Party believes that a new kind of strategic
offensive arm is emerging, that Party shall have the right to
raise the question of such a strategic offensive arm for
consideration in the Bilateral Consultative Commission.

3. Each Party shall not convert and shall not use ICBM
launchers and SLBM launchers for placement of missile defense
interceptors therein. Each Party further shall not convert
and shall not use launchers of missile defense interceptors
for placement of ICBMs and SLBMs therein. This provision
shall not apply to ICBM launchers that were converted prior to
signature of this Treaty for placement of missile defense
interceptors therein.

Article VI

1. Conversion, elimination, or other means for removal from
accountability of strategic offensive arms and facilities
shall be carried out in accordance with Part Three of the
Protocol to this Treaty.

2. Notifications related to conversion, elimination, or other
means for removal from accountability shall be provided in
accordance with Parts Three and Four of the Protocol to this
Treaty.

3. Verification of conversion or elimination in accordance
with this Treaty shall be carried out by:
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