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Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons

Summary

Recent debates about U. S. nuclear weapons have ¢
ranges and lower yields can play in addressing e
weapons, often referred to as mnonstrategic nucle
Russian arms ¢ omiter @alnad grsde smeamthbsee osfuohr lluiemi tparwa
in addr e sss ignrge aRtuesrs inaumber s of these types of wea
United States should expand its deployments of t
address new risks ofcwar SThad®dwe mp dAdmideirs ar mtuicon
addeddhese guwmestthieconNsuc |l e arre |Peoassteudr ei nR eFveibermn ary 20 1 8§
determined that the United Bualtesr swoafpwadd awquire
yield war healda Umahddbmaci mé s dialuensc herdd ca unesw snd &
The Biden Administration may reconsider these we
Reviewhich may be released in early 2022

During the Cold War, the UmpiltogyddStmomes rand g3 avina
weapons for wuse in the field during a conflict.
strategic and nonstrategic nuclear weapons, most
shormge delivehyl esweetldmswawihteads that might att ac
the battlefield. They have-imeluidhdad almgrelge ar mi ne
ballistic missiles; cruise missilasmigeagmdegr avity
nucl ear weapons, these weapons had a lower profi
negotiations, possibly because they did not posc
the end of the 1980s, e a cwhe anpaotniso nd esptliolyle dh awdi tthh otu
1in the fi1eld, aboard naval vessels, and on airecr
In 1991, the United States and Soviet Union botlk
from their arsenals manyomfs.t HdSi¢ra Uneasnt smtdbrwa theagsi,c
according t o unacplparsosxilfifieisdet Ireys tt e gniadt emsmucl ear weapon
aroundle pl0dyed with aircraft in Europe and the re
Estimates vary, bat s¢xpadm hka,s®bC®UEGreda Riesasds for
nonstrategic nucl elaomeweeaxppoenrst si na Rigtsuse ¢ aarthssoewteawl e.r t h
have increased its reltsanetionahustenri wgaponser
Analysts have 1dentitfhe dc aan tniumibed defplicymemnst waft |
nonstrategic Imucdlhdamawamacpiqundees t i ons about the s alf
sectory, and | o awd ofpnoanlsdy sRwg shimsetdihaed ssraol e of t hese
weapons 1in UsScumndy Rptehspi bmaany, itrh eNATod epol i cy and
there i a continuing need for t hpeo slsniibtleed St at es
implications of the disparity in numbers betweer
anHetrelationship between nonstrategic nuclear v
Some argue that these weapons do not c¢create any
its policy. t@teh dmsi taerdg Set attleast sthtoun l idn expaman s ¢ st
chall enRuwssCfagawand NXomrtelmSome believe the United St
its reliance on these weapons and encourage Russ
United States and Rwussate oxpamducfihgrthet esadeop:
elimination of these weapons; others have sugges
that would limit these weapons and allow for 1 nc
delppyment andoalgiirmsmatmaogrn.s ome o.f these proposals
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Introduction

The Trump AdmiNmicd tmat PeOMPRiprlee aRseevd eownn Fe bruary 2,
inclmldends Umarnt etdhdSetpaltoeys t wonne Wempfbans eonfhance t he
flexibility and responThesnedan mbefwydileoSd muwcl ear f
war head ddne pU.oSy.a nlgen g stralt@azgnchesdbmafhhdedi aemi s s i
nons eégaolcavsmahed cruise missile that the Navy cou
submaidT hNRRSs s etrhtactd t h e w® urdwdparpecosnesnt a fsesponse to I
depl oyment of a muclyiledrdg enro nssttadcalt peiglli @ omfucllewmar w
Rus’siappar@rhtatbdliimafted nuclear first u%e, poten

can pftaowiodker ci ve advantage in cJThse NP&nhhdatat 1 owe
the UnidendontSeat ¢ nodnetprlactyegecl ear capabilities tha
mat ch or sl mmocr eRuesxspidah 8 i v & ntdhiest@pnaanid i ng flexible |
nuclear options now, to include low yield option
deterrencenagtanpg’gtessgopn.

The 'WPRecommended de ptlroaytneegnitc onfu cU.eSg.r onwoenasg ons f o
concbohffongress and among analysts outside of g
challenges f aciSnpge ctihfeinckhnlhltlyecdd sStwdptl evsh.me Wlt of gr e a
numbandtry pels..Boufcl ear weapons in Faropetimuregpons
aggression in Ukraine and its apapnadr einnt Aisnicar,e aisne ¢
response to challengeOtthream, Cthiorwae tahnred Nawteh akK g
deployment aficlswomlwe adpod id.tS.¢e ameé canhhlaingedea nd t he
NAT, O in pwoul dubarbetter ss ecrovnevde nbtyi oc¢hnahla nccaipnagb iilti t
This interest in possible new-rdempgde.,y mmclse aorf wWe af
differs sharply from previous years, whsen Member
larger stockpisleee noefd smmocrhe wenatpeorness,t ed 1in 1 imiting
control than expanding U. S. de g D dJQ #Reunstssi.a nDuring
StrategioctAroms TRedut y mNew BMdaRTys noted that thi
imposeidsy olni monstrataengdi Rtuhnastc 4 epos wespodsa far g
number of these systems than did the United Stat
threat that Russian nonstrategic muclodadrrweapons
argued that these weapons might be vulnerable tc
own nucl ealhe wkampaotns,., iIn i1its ResolusianedftRatifi
t

hlen i t e ds hSotsadéteeks t wi t hi mifmeegoye¢ ations with the Ru:
Federation on an agreement t-sot raadtdegisc (tthaec tdiisgpla
weapons stockpiles of the Russian Federation anc

1 Department of Defensdluclear Posturdreview Washington, DC, February 2, 2018, pp-%2,
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDE

2The Navy began to deploy small numbers of these warheads in late 2019. For det@RS $ed-ocus IF11143,
LowYield, Submarindaunched Nuclear Warhead: Overview of the Expertddelby Amy F. Woolf

3 Matthew Kroenig,The Renewed Russian Nuclear Threat and NATO Nuclear Deterrence Posirtlantic
Council, Issue Brief, Washington, DC, February 201tfy://www.atlanticcouncil.orghagespublications/
Russian_Nuclear_Threat_0203_web.pdf

“Steven Pifer, “Russia’s Rising Military: TieNationhld t he U. S. S
Interest July 21, 2015http://nationalinterest.orfgaturefussiasrising-military-shouldthe-us-sendmorenuclear
13381
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tactical nucvenirf wehlpaonmadndmetma on , in the FY2013 1
Aut horizHtRopd BT ) ( Congress“tahgaiUniitredli Satat d st Isa
pursue negotiuastsiams Fwidtteh at h@onRaimed at the redu:q
nondeployed nonst’rategic nuclear forces.

The United States did raise the 1issue of negotia

within the year after bNghwe SITWRTnda miokt m mmwbaviiedh t o f or
with efforts to negotiate limits on these weaporn
negotiation, wawmiddalts teavteend btehgaitn itthe pr oocveesds unt il
its nonstrawegponsutfttem bases in Europe. Accordi
States damd eNAT@Orteevdenli fgpaand evaluate possibl
and | itmintisghtthapply to these weapons.

The issuenrtmai as msdac onPtrrecsls aageports from April 2

President Tsumpfthadkod]l bpi ng a new approach to
capture all types of nuclear weapons, including
Ne STRARTwach pwe ver, little & vniagdeedn ciet stihdaita wRéu;s siita
directtlayl ks jenctnoms It @« @t e wa a ptoon si, n sbiustt ctohnatti nau ebdr o :
framework address its concerns witiht sU.fSar cceasp.abi l
Th Trump Administration addressed the 1ssue aga
with Russia about the extension of the New START
States andcRwssida-yeaairrr iofnrghk eaz gounmeber s of war heads i

first time Russia agreed to inmeladms waohtndlk
ks. Howsivkas dihd ntovto finalize this agreement
t 1damoinnictlourdieng r e gi me t o v earnidf yRucsosmpal iraen ceec tweid

e
p

w

r

a

e

t

a

s evwniatlhseyneear e w News SAARTr.u Alphnei ni st r ati ovmsnoted t
e

1

a

prbobach.

e

d

n

United States and Russia agbreadr t o3 ,ex2@®2d. tT
Biden Administration did not Ilink its support fc
nonstrategic nuclear weapons or freezing the nur

However, Secrenugr Bl opfi k Sshtaanteet ndednft irne lacased after
thdthe United States wil lyecuasre etxhtee ntsiinoen porfo vtihdee dN el
Treaty to pursue with the Russian Federation . ..
weap®8hhbus, fldestwmoght address fionntsetgrraatteegdi cb iwl eaatpeo
Strategic Sfttalbatl iRiye DiddmwmtgueBi den and Putin agre
summit in® June, 2021.

5 The full text of the Resolution of Ritiation can be found on page S10982 of@umgressional Recorfilom

December 22, 2010ittp://www.congress.goegi-lis/queryz111:5S22DEE0012

5Paul Sonne an dumpordens stdfftodprepare armns ¥t r ol pus h wi tWashiRgtos s i a and Ch
Post April 25, 2019 https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/natiorsacurity/trumpordersstaffto-preparearms
controlpushwith-russiaandchina/2019/04/25/c7f05e08076 1199412
daf3d2e67c6d_story.htmlftu_term=.3e294ce0a8e9

" For details, se€RS Insight IN11520Status of U.SRussian Nuclear Arms Control TaJksy Amy F. Woolf

8 Antony J. Blinken, U.S. Secretary of State, On the Extension of the New START Treaty with the Russian Federation,
U.S. Department of State, press statement, Washington, DC, February 3, 2021, https://www.state gotémsiba
of-the-newstarttreatywith-the-russianfederation/.

9 White HouselJ.S-Russia Presidential Joint Statement on Strategic Stahilitye 16, 2021,
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefingpom/statementseleases/2021/06/16Airussiapresidentiajjoint-statemenbn-
strategiestability/.
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report provides basic 1nfiocr mautciloem ra bwoewmatp olh.s S
ns with ahbwi ¢thedies weagpioas dfive appeared 1in
decades, tthhee nd isfummaerniczecess bet ween strategic a
ons It then proundesdeemeibisngotheahumbekgr
trategic nuclear weapons deployed by both ne
de; the policies thatveguusdee do ft htmle edseapd weyanpe onnt s
t he t wot ¢ 1de dcuodmettvdeimnd rag kfdodrdc e 30’4 8 NP R
mmendation for the deploymenfThefrepwr . S. n ¢
ews the issues that have been raised with r1e¢
eand, summami number tohfa tp omiigchyt obpet icoxnpsl or ed by
ed St,ataensd, oRtuhsesri anat i ons to address these 1S5
kground
ng the Cold War, nuclear weapons were centr a
esstonheagd®dnng¢ed States and U. S. allies. Towa
de variety of systems that could carry nucle
l1er meds bmdtalngreg ballistic migrsadietsy bambss.e
United States deployed these weapons with it
s, on submarbmnee,d dadnichefisxedhel ddmdted St at
tegy, and devepbped, dehat |l wdubgpegutdentahe us
event of a conflict with the Soviet Union ar
public discussions ab-eiunc lUu di.n g nddi sScouvsi seit o nnsu
eived imbalance'§obettwdedisbasswonsatabomg t hc
control measures to reduce the risk of nucl
ear—fweecawpsoendr amged,ongr strategic, nuclear weap
eb alsaendd i n tle rbcaolnltiisnteinct ami s s-l hanchet @CBMa)l is ttbme
iles (SLBMs), and heavy bombers that carry c
weapons that the United States and Soviet Ur
ruetmit omlofmiditary, industrial, —ahd leadershi
ons of gl obal nuclear war. But both nations
ide their own territories withdthess troops
osive power and were deployed with launchers
strategic nuclear weapons. They were 1intend
theater of battlecalo, acthjiewtei mos.e | imited, C
onst Tnautcelgeiacr weapons did not completely esca
rol debates. Their profile rose in the earl.y
il es amnrda nignet ebranmleldiisatpiec, miss sai Ipeasn iicnh EERAUMNTAE ® r a t e
ted large public protests in many NATO natio
de when the United States and Soviet Union s
es (INF) fTedamsgphadnc ndleiamigrda ba el i stic and cr
, in 1991, President George Bush and Soviet
they would withdraw from deployment most of
immyt eofim t hem
1991 announcements, comiAgghd® tr bhe abort
before the December 1991 collapse of the
he safety and securei toyf ogfr oSwoivnige tp onluictliecaarl
ic upheabhdeay sno ahdowedtiban. United States t
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response to easing tensions and the changing 1nt
for many in the geratrué¢spappearecdhesescrenol ve t he
nonstrategic nuclear weapons. As a result, althc
weapons 1in some of their arms control discussior
rescft that decade focused on strategic weapons, W
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) and nego
weapons .

The lack of public attenabesandedofioguebhodvowoeonmsrorr
about nonstrategic nuclear weaporPs.eslimeh@9 BorRisc
Yeltsin signed a framework agreement that stated
nonstrategic nucl eSalTARWe alplodn sTriem tay. p Ftuedthieal dur
anal ysts, officials in the U.S. government, and
questions about the 'safemyi minudg seecmugtitayt odi Rusuvd
Congress osrceu glhett aa lm d asc cweuanpt o msg ionf IReugsissilaat i on
1990s. Analysts also questioned tsheewvwowllwi tghat th
national security strategy, the r autcilocnaarl ea rfsoern atlh
and their relationship to U.S. nuclear nonprolif
11, 2001, also reminded people of the catastroptl
were to cquire andcostimuichgaat wentpioas , f owe ¢t hed
insecure stock of Russian nonstrategic nuclear v
The George W Bush Administration did not adopt
nonstrategic nuclear weaponf.i WheNuctecannBonrntade
(NPR) in early 2002, it did not outline any char
nuclear weapons at bases in Europe; 1t stated ¢t
weapons. Although itshceurses i wans olfi ttthlies piwbsluiec ddur i ng

reportsthndi ¢ hee Umietdeed | Sotya taensd dviid hdr aw s ome of i
weapons f rEoum dbpaes ensa dien t hese changes quietly and
U. S. and NATO security requirements, without 1 eq

The Bush Admi

n on also did not discuss the
negvtons in 20

i

stead, the Strategic Offensi
in June 2002, i d only the number of operatdi
weapons. When e a bpoounts tihne tahbet gMeSsechoowh t Tairtheg s e v
of SCtoadRienwel 1l noted that the treaty was mnot 1inten
the parties could address questions about the s e
f or mal d¥ Tshceusses idoinssc.wesrs, i mmesv,e rh owewrred.

istrat
02. I n
l 1 mite
asked

Never thongrsess,s remained concerned aboust the pote
continuing deployment of mnonstrategic nuclear we
P.L.-1)DPQLontained two provisions that called for
1212 mandated that the Secretary of Defense subr
increased transpucttnerys ammad MouBstthreartderRiue snwawml ear
wena the U.S. mnational security interest; Secti
submit a report on what steps the United States

WRobert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristens eBuletin6fthe AstomicTacti cal N
ScientistsJanuary 201 http://bos.sagepub.cooontentb7/1/64.full.

11U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Foreign Relaffoeaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions: The Masc
Treaty, Hearings, 107 Cong., Second sess., July and September 2002, S. Hr§22QWashington: GPO, 2002),
p.12.
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theowrwtcing for and secnutidadtye gf E Rnss@ambm@d@Oevesapons .
H. R. ,5@llP to ensure implementation of the 9/ 11 C
pvibhavoncalled on the Secretary of D
0
1

imcluded a§3 p 4

detailed U.S efforts to encourage Russia t prc
nonstrategic nuwbahd Weapoawnt hbthicalbbdaf®dmi l1lion
assist Russia in completing'@angmescntdird mwdt thdd
this bill or its compboargdleRs pughty tdetaendur dnt hte
implementation of the 9/11 Commission Report r1ec
P. L.-5Hi1t0 did not include aowsnustehc¢egncenucdecRus we
Severabiavemadeldn/t t mued evate the profile of nonst
in debates about the future of HNifdont daabeay wear
2007, four senshedstaat abGC 6 W bW tRKRIQPIOl i ght ed t
continuing threat posed by the eXThsetye nccael,] eadn do np r
leaders in nations with nuclear weapons to adopt
weapons. After acknowl etdegrimm ge nttheartp rtihsaet, tthhiesy wadse
of urgewmtr m s8¢ @ps t hatt ttahkees.e Tnhaetyi oinnsc Imiidgehd a mon g
for natima“shéamtnege nuclear weapo-desplUlelyne ganed t o b
subsequent article published in Jadadarayl o2g0ulsy, t I
includnn A¥Ot And with Russia, on consolidating t
forward deployment to enhance their security, as
and their evé&hhawulned e dnj n‘dhpe¢soen fsincaallldeyp o atthda b he
nuclear weapons are, given their charadferistics
Secpnads a part of i1its renewed interest 1in the ro
strategy, CongresB0& sPDabdnsdedPt L el S§HAEIt6IRNR Bai 1 1
Congressional Commission on the Strategic Postur
Commi s si on, swhriecpho rits siune dApirti 1 2009, briefly addr
nuclear weapons in U.S. mnational security strate
United States assure its allies of the U.S. C 0omrt
about the imbalance in the numbers of U.S. and [
mentioned tha Russia had increased its reliance
in its COI1V1€1’1t101’13.1 forces.

The 'CTdgaktse maPnda-t 8 D®70) that the next Adminis
new Nuclear PosTheeceORemacAdmNPRYItration complete
April 2010 Thi sn usmtbwdy oifd esntteipfsi eedhe United State
roles and numbers of nuclear weapons in the U.S.
planned retiancmedta wrfcamand lcerawi se missiles, affec
nucrl emeapons. At the same ti me, t hough, the NPR
nuclear weapons play in assuring U.S. allies of
that the Uni‘tetdtabBhaths woedhedadlidJi §y noclfFeawawdapon
tactichbbmbmghit athat the Uni t‘exdpdSndtesnswwolutlat isemsk
2George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Walssinger, a:
Street JournalJanuaryt, 2007, p. A15.

B¥George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, H&Emey AMaiKidsSinger, a;

Street JournaglJanuary 15, 2008, p. A13.

4 William J. Perry, Chairman and James R. Schlesinger, Vice Chairfnarj U L F D 1 ¢ PostueDIw Fidal
Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, Washington, DC, April 2009,
pp. 1213, 21.https://mwvv.usip.org/sites/default/files/file/strat_posture_report_adv_copy.pdf
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allies and partners to address how to ensure the
deterrent. No ceécd ndgeetse rime mc S .c eaxabeinldi ties will b
consultations with® our allies and partners.

Discussions about the presence of U.S. nonstrat e
role i’ NAT Ot egy al s o 1 ncirnega stehde idnr d2f0t9iOnrga nodfg 2NOAITO
conc®Oftfi cials in some NATO nations called for t1
from bases on the continent, noting ¢sthatritthegy ha
Ot hers <call end offort htehsee rweetaepnotniso, ar guing that the
NATO, with shared rights and res pdsnsdiebpilloiytmeenst, a
of greater numbers of mnonstrategi2d Sflurcalteecagri cwe a p ¢
Concept did not call for the removal of U.S. non
“deterrence, based on an appropriate mix of nucl
el ement of oudtowdsaol I“nklé cattaengcyertsh aitn whi ch any u
nuclear weapons might have tJdbbe rodfaesmpédteldatr
long as nuclear weapons exis’flt NAEQ wiohlklundmadi |
NATO wnalidt ain an apceplreoaprr iaantde cnoi.n’K\WeArftOinmnmd i ofier ¢ e
continue to share responsibility for basing and
decisions about their possible use.

NATO recognized that the Strategie €obpnpepstewoald
nonstrategic nuclear weapons 1in NATO. In the dec
November 2010 Lisbon Summitc ontthien vael [tios sr eavgireeve dN A
overall posture in determngg difdtdhefarnTdienyw 4 dheaei v
commi s sioned a comprehensive Deterrence and Defe
examine tchap abainlgietfioefs dreefguisree dndndelwemmpomse, 1 nc
mi s sil eandde foetnlsewef,t mzaaagi ¢ de te®Th e n DPaPsR npdr edseef netnesd

at Mahye 2012 NATO s ulmtmidti di nn oGh,i chaogwoe.ver, 1 ecommend
NAT® nuclear postur‘auclestrecawdaponsnatredatkadtre c ¢
NAT® overdlilti espadbir detend ¢niceet Almldn adeedfesmrc ef, or c e
posture currently meets the critefINATfOor an e f fe
reaffirmed this conclusion after i1“lest esrurmennicte ,i n \
based on an appropriate mix of nuclear, convent.i
core element ofPour overall strategy.

NAT®ddressed thississmmitagnnnWadaumwdi wdgli daetnJoutl lyd £ 01 6
c onc laubsoiuotn t hneu cvlaclaure woefa p o.n sMotroe ot vheer ,a lallitahnocueg h t h
dindoctall for the deployment of acdodmmumin@gude nucl ear

15 Department of Defens®&luclear Posture RevigWVashington, DC, April 6, 2010, pp. 27,
https://dod.defense.gov/Portals/1/features/defenseReviews/NPR/2010_Nuclear_Posture_Review_Report.pdf

16 NATO released this document in November 2010.

17 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATOActive Engagement, Modern DefenSgategic Concept For the
Defence and Security of The Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Lisbon, Portugal, November 29,
2010, pp. 45, http://www.nato.intisbon20D/strategieconcept2010-eng.pdf

18 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATOljsbon Summit DeclaratigiLisbon, Portugal, November 20, 2010,
http://www.nato.inttpsenhatolivebfficial_texts_68828.htm

19 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATOReterrence and Defense Posture Reyieress Release, Chicago, IL,
May 20, 2012http://www.nato.inttpskenhatolivebfficial_texts_87597.htmAode-pressrelease

20 North Atlantic Treaty Organizationyales Summit Declaratioi$eptember 5, 2014ttp://www.nato.inttpsen/
natohqofficial_texts_112964.htnselectedLocalesn

Congressional Research Service 6



Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons

released at the erdhef ctohmed i mwmmigt ilhaipgrh ltwegahpto ns £
deployed in Europe and the mnuclear sthhaer ianlgl iaersr ar
reiterst eldontghaats nucl eawi Wk apemai s x’hasnhdy ctMNheadt® al 1
“the strategic forcesl pfthbee AbfiaheelUnpaedi Stthte
guarantee of theé&Asecheisymo ft tlhaT @nliuhcelgesanrot ed t h a
deterrence posture al s’murcelleiaers ,weiadpeopnlaso yfgodr ownanr ldn i t
Eur ope anldi toine scaspmdiinfrastruct’tthAte tpheo vs alma thiyme
NATB®De gtaon i mpl ement numerous isniadagga@arteasvseison ni w ellpro:
andgraegs si ve posture toward Europe. Whike some of
planning and exercise capabahge¢sesn theynaumbemnnl
deployedear ?weapons.

2018 Nucleeaechtedtuthée mRéeiheighl i ghted in docu
ishedcedlammdzde p Lighe PhsestStreatCo mmhsessi on Repor
, the NPRehimhaitghe edumbers of U. S. and Russ
ear wsetadptottnhsatanRlme s easkadits reimante oatthrs
rit¥l tstaxhgtelgayt Russceubdl isvetdthese weapons t
es and its NATO allies to bac¥¥ThHe whOd&ring a
al sdo hec Dba ma AdmNRRst iteththito # thien @omultédd States
intthiencapability to for war d oduenpdl o ¥H etn wacdlrselcadr. b o
att hetadtlen i t ¢ dw oSutdaadtnet ® mavsma a p r ocgornammsa iteoa t h a n d
nsulendp&iyes strate@hand0 t & pMPpR ledettseahst .
anges 'si napNpAToOa ch to nuclear modernization and
at“ee mms tutpegdr atdoi [ndgu aDICAc apwbldéd mhbckpaBlbd F

r ¢arnadf tt hat t hweo ullmdi rt ke dWATBtOR t @ 3 beasned 1 mpr ove wher e
edtelde readiness, s urevfifveacbtiil vietnye, s sa nodf”?6Ip @A abt ai soenda

wever, while the 2010 NPR called rfnmoerd tsheea r et ir
aunched crTLiIANB hent 20801 8 ¢ NRPBR dalel ddvebepment of a
aunched cBhC)Me Thme s2 016 NPIRsi msrtgeune ds etrhvaets a redun
ureoisn the U. S”amd, laelatrhocu ph‘ktphnmd etds i codmS ¢t & teaels t
rovidingxtaenmdediddtcerrrenceg’thdet ereceaced aapgahbsku
oles of TLAMN can be adequa¥®¥dhy 20b8t NPRtddspuwt

o = *=50 T8 g~ oo oc o

SOOI B ® Lo 0w g Zne 5 NT
o

21 North Atlantic Treaty Organizationyarsaw Summit Communigu&/arsaw, Poland, July 9, 2016, para. 53,
http://www.nato.inttpsenhatohgpfficial_texts 133169.htnselectedLocalesn

2James Stravridis, “Ar e PorigntPolicyeFebiuargl7,2018ew Cold War ?, ”
http://foreignpolicy.con?201602/17/arewe-enteringa-new-cold-warrussiaeurope/S e e al s o Aaron Meht a, “A
NATO, A Focus on Dbfedse NesFebraarytOr 2016 http:dwwi.defensenews.costory/
defensédhternationalturope201602/10hatefocusmoderndeterrenceé01643B0/.

23 Department of Defensdluclear Posture ReviewVashington, D.C., February 2, 2018, pp-32
https://media.defense.gov/2018/F&b20018728861/-1/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDF

0t her analysts dispute this interpretatioBdXWMLDE¥ssia’s nu.
1XFOHDU 'RFWULQH :KDW :H .QRZ :KDW ,ESIRxa§hivgtdd @G, Map5s\W0I& DW OHDQV
https://www.csis.org/analysis/russia%E2%80%88sleardoctrine

25 Department of Defensdluclear Posture ReviewVashington, DC, February 2, 2018, p. 35,
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -

REPQRT.PDF

2 |bid. p. 36.

27 Department of Defensdluclear Posture ReviewVashington, DC, April 6, 2010, p. 28,
https://dod.defense.gov/Portals/1/features/defenseReviews/NPR/2010_Nuclear_Posture_Review_Report.pdf
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t his colmctlattheitdthe. rapi d devel opiwinltl oifdhdar emsosd er n S|
increasing needyifeolrd fdeptxiidds tamds tlroewhagntdh en det er
“will strengthen thasefdfl matcil car@®Wkitled rteme eNdsoy c e

has begun to study the opt ifonAl tfeorrn atthiev ense,w iStL GIM
any funding for FY2021 and it is not <clear, at t
support this pregbadgen tkhkequBentdgonFY2022.

Questions 'sabmarnts tRuastsdagi ¢ ruUcl azniwegapandedbmangy
2022, as Russia again atisspedkehowmadi ng vtalde ds tUdkmr ta i
incursionimntlatWkdfebraaryhaPr amatdent whot toniseasi d
our y or arndattdet moaaet s of or our country and ou
Russia will respond immediately, and the consequ
your entire history.... All the nepesmpaty decisi
words wilPPWhiblke hmastd.amai mpcllisecairte atwhur e at’sin Pr es i d
statements, feewpregawrided han ¢ hpkicit threat to e
attacks against Ukraine. li nsi tgehat ¢ blema gt t or pwdd yt k
coerce the United States and NATO s o atvlbpatd t hey w
active interventions in the conflict. This approc
as a way to Sobetes 8thd NATOewdo disengage from a
consistent with arguments 1ike tehwiftew.hi ghl i ght ec

The Distinction Bet ween Strat
Nuclear Weapons

The distinctionnbastweamncecgticat(agiso &mdwn as tact i
reflects the military definitions of, on the onc¢
tactical wuse of nuclear weapons. According to t6h
Tes¥a strategic mission 1is

Directed against one or more of a selected series of enemy targets with the purpose of
progressive destruction and disintegration of the
make war. Targets include key manufacturing systemstces of raw material, critical

material, stockpiles, power systems, transportation systems, communication facilities, and

other such target systems. As opposed to tactical operations, strategic operations are

designed to have a loxrgnge rather than imediate effect on the enemy and its military

forces.
In contrast, the tacticalt he eusoef onfucnuecalre awre avwpeoanps
sea, or air forces against opposing forces, SuUpT
opegnaoans that contribute to the accomplishment o°:
support of the’smislcihteaney odommarederr, usually 1 i mi
oper a’tions.

28 Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review, Washingt@, February 2, 2018, p55
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDF

®Jeremy Shapiro, “Russia’s nucl FimancialaTimesMarch4g2022y s Nat o mus t t
https://www.ft.com/content/b6bfd332e0-43c296f2-0cd918303ea2

30 This dictionary and these definitions can be found on the DOD websitg #&twww.dtic.milidoctrinejel/doddict/
index.html
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Definition by Observable Capabilities

During the iCGolwh sWarrel atively easy to distinguish
nuclear weapons because each type had different
di fferent missions.

Ze'—'¢'"—1<C1 S—eZ17e1 Z'YZ>5¢1 Z" E+Z0e

The -t omge milsesaiviye sboambder s deployed on U.S. terri
ballistic missile submarines had the range and ¢
industrial, and |l eadershisp atbarl gettys too.e mArtroastlehcaud et
same time, with their large warheads and relati:y
years of the Cold War), these weapons were not s
battlefield operati onsi.n Noonnsttrraastte,g iwe rneu cnloeta rs uwiete
mi ssions because they lacked the range to reach
weapons, targets ins1de the United States). But,
deployed wtiheh frirolodpsorn nat forward bases, the Uni
have used them to attack targets 1in the theater
more |l imited military missions.

Even during the Col &tWare,s hionwle vReurs,s itah ed elpnliotyeedd n -
defied the standard understanding of the differe
weapons . For example, both nations considered we
delivertwatheatdsrritory“dfr atbleeg pautshee rt hreayt ihcand ttch et
needed to reach tarsgettesr riintsardy. tHuet ostohmer enaartliyo nS
launched ballistic missiles hadsmbdbmariweky short
patrolled close to U.S. shores to ensure that ¢t
Conversely, in the 1980sl atuhnec hléndi tcerdu i Sstea tneiss sciol nessi
deployed on submarines omushedmcweamomps. tBute mnfk
were deployed lose to Soviet borders, these wea
targets as U. S strategic nuelamagre wnad aspadse.s Sihmitl
deployed i Ferepasivdkired wonstrategic by the U
central, strategic targets in the Soviet Union.
Further more, some weaponsrdadthagghtnsd ohet hanfgert ot
other nations couldwehpondelnveuppacti od]l batc¢l ed
operations. Soviet bombe-as me dsubhidpt bnei sesqiuliepsp;e dU.wSi.t
bombers couldhalps weapomy amtdi nuclear mines. He n «
vehicle doogsrmdtatael waiysh ¢ he types of targets or
warhead carried on that system. This relationshi
more clouded since the end of the Cold War becau
may of t-hads mexhtinegm deli very systems considered
weapons Further, bot hr annigteiroanssy gctoeunisd tuos ed etlhievierr |1
warheads to a full range of ssandiagitraddtiensie
control definitions weigh against this change.

Ze' —'e¢'"—1<¢¢1 'Zeel1"e1 S>'ZSece

During the CotrdnWer sttrlneg elgdrcgeadre]l i very vehicles
with greater yields, matdgisd rmecdliever pwevepqgn ¢ .h aSn
were better suited to nonstrategic weapons becart
objectives on the battlefield than did the 1large
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also dissmdwvedmodern
weapons of lower yiel , and, as accuracies 1 mpr
lower yields could ac eve the same expected 1e-n
wahreads in early generations of strategic weapon

systems. Many U. S. and Russ
ds
h i

Definition by Exclusion

The observable capabilities that allowed analyst
onstrategic nuclear weapons during the Cold War
prove to be relevant or appropategweaponshe futur
identified by IlCBMseg SdBMbiL, ]l atrade dhetalvy dbompesgst er
covered by the Ilimits in strtahegBALdfdgneementsrt
signed in the 1970s, the STARMosgoweMhMeadtyssiggead
2002, and the New START Tr e a“e g’8dyiivgindeidn gi nl i2n0el Oi.s G
that would c¢onsRiWwer ead 1b ywesatproantse gi ¢ ar ms contr ol
nucl ear weapons. Thiasc hr ewjhemt rteavk eswitnlgi £« haephi st o
Soviet/Russian nonstrategic nuclear weapons, anc
stocks of nonstrategic nuclear weapons.

Hybrid Definitions

Theefibiytieael usion, althoughnthecmonstdcemmeni 6ns
prove sufficient when discussing current and fut
the early 1990s, the United States and Russia he

nonstrategic nucilneaatre dwenaapnoynasa fla ntab deidsghmo rl taecurn ¢ he r s
for these weapons (these changes are discussed i
maintain roles for these weapons in their mnatior
nat isoencaulr ity strategy that allows for the possib
contingencies and conflicts mnear the periphery c
capabilities in its mnuclear aarts einta Imiagnhdt dnoeeesd ntoht
deter or defeat potential adversaries.

Moreover, t hPeo s2tOulr8e NRuecvlieehw,r wlihteyh mubientyts sntrinaatnesg i ¢

weapons, further complicates Tehikfamrmetash etdo cirdie stei f y
missi l e clearly meets several deifiwotoldnsnoofhawvas
long range of a strategiceliypwteind war twowduyl d n & el

not count wunder existingwtrpanscs Byi mdatdneg ¢ bwat
war head f elra usnucbhneadr ibnadal sl i md ri & ahafmpyliiileclasdt ewde.r ¢ t he

distinguishing characteristic, this might Dbe c¢ha
deliversa syushtheaminm d ecd nbiasiskiileel £ ar 1y aHoswervaetre,gi ¢ s
it has the long range of a strategic Newivery ve
START TMoeraetoyv.e r, mi-yisdlld& swavi hchadsowcould be depl oy
submarines as missiles wit h choimgphleirc aytiienlgd ,e fofro rsttsr
distinguish between strategic and nonstrategic ¢

TheSecretary of Ide ffeunrsteh eJra nceosmpMadl ticrahtiegel s t hmo dy s c u s
before the House Armed Ser viwhehss tCaotmemd tttheact olne Fdeob
not b¢hereeeis any such thing as a tactical nucl
t i me riast eagisct g.aPhee aclhsaon greers i s t“man sutsTitaotg edgeilsec rp brea s e
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i1 ver a
t he NPI

chet we e
escala

ategic
omrf 1d eclt

U. S. capabilitedswo, tdhrd Ul Bs t élbadwinddlfyds pid nd el

While his r1esi §ttaacrifeiacdatdm s tt lisactqeilgade ate s a d i ’s t
widespread utmemtorfa ttehgei cp hnrideslee are wpapoaeasl, i kel y r1e
di fferent definition of tbasdrutdigng hunt
commentedhef Veaenty tubswed lcefar weapBung aweglid kdafect,
possibly meaning that it would expand and

The distinction, therefore, bet weceonuwlaedl § t r

refl ecte tohfe trhaet thhea giempl i c a,t immts tfhoe yihel &

of the attacking warhead.

U.S. and Soviet Nonstrategic

U.S. Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons Duri

s with U.S. afhdraAed abnascechdi pn Eumoopd

g
n
s

the presenazpoms tdhmedethwe presence of U. S.
the United States would come to the
c
n

tional forces

Strategy and Doctrine

hout the Coldepvhoyedhethdowsaampeds Satkctlsehbarter
the wor
maintaine  H[Wt®Cer depdoymedNsbo tadelfgndi dt s

forces
def ens e

ould have been used on thedvieatstalreafeisel d t o

I'n most Ucmaisteesd, Stthacet ewe dppdoytcead dhfterd U. S. allie:
by the Soviet Union atnhde iUmi tMad sthova tPaxwlte addt eshe
possibhecom¢ingencies with other adversaries. I1
NAT® s tr &ftleegxyi bolfEUmrdesmp otnlsies strategy, NATO did n«c
respond to any type of attack withi npctl@ado weapa
to control escalation if nuclear weapons Wwere Uus
Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact that any conflict,
could result i*Asnudlee Lrolrde tWali alrieowvnt o a cl ose, |
would no longer maintain nuclear weapons to dete
Soviet Union and “tWaer stahwr ePaatc to fb-ear aduisnewmlt tt amwe&ko wsn, afl

NAT® rHapean fronts has "PBit cNATVR@ldo bemen tr e mowceidc

these weapons would still pbkayptamtiemyobtya

emsmpmaol

“‘Uancertainty in the mind of any paotpaohselteggres

2934,

military™aggression.

31U.S. Congress, House Committee on Armed Servidatipnal Defense Strategy and the Nuclear Posture Review
Hearing, 115th Cong., 2nd sess., February 6, 2018.

32«The United States retains substantial nuclear capabilities in EuroperttecWarsaw Pact conventional superiority
and to serve as a link to U.S. strategic nuclear forééstional Security Strategy of the United Staiéite House,
January 1988, p. 16.

33 North Atlantic Treaty OrganizatiorfThe Alliances StrategicConcept; NATO Office of Information and Press,
Brussels, Belgium, 1991, para. 8.

34 |bid., para. 55.

Congressional Research Service 11



Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons

Force Structure

Throughout the Cold War, the United States often
nuclear forces 1in response to chanlgtingepglhppddl it
these owsapt U. S. bases i1in Asia, and at bases on
contributsngemeseNAFOshared responsibility for t1
to reduce these forces in thellavastpPd@0O0egiwitnhecet
warheads declining frelf 70csr e ot tbaed oA, 6Q 0 0i0n 1tnh e hr
than 1,000 by tHKFThmiscdre dafcttibasl D*Csurred, for
U.S. and NATO of fi cmaa Inst abienl ideevteed rtelmecye cwa utlhd f e we 1
weapons For example, when the NATO allies agree
deploy newriamtger mad¢dil ®tae¢ weapons in Europe, they
nucl ear we apeo.nsAnfdr oimm Elu9r83p, i n the Montebell o De
ministers approved additional weapons modernizat
reductio of 1,400 n®¥nstrategic nuclear weapons.
These modernization prloR&hsms Icmonhiisn uled8 & hAnomugahl t
Congress, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
the deployment of -rPaenrgseh ibnagl 1lils tiindt aemrimwxeddic lhetser aain d e g
missiles in Evwepdypmedeodfnmaicdgar artillery shel
range ballistic missile;-acmetdi versgomr odud¢thicodort
launched cruise missile; and developin® a new
However, by the end of that decade, as the Warsa
or scaled back all planned modernizat-ion pr
Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Soviadtylgwhakdadeli
shorter andangetebmétdiate® and cruise missiles.
Soviet Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons

Strategy and Doctrine

During the Cold War, the Soviet Union idatlso
militar3Alstthroautgehg yt. he Soviet Union had pledged
nuclear weapons, most Western observers doubted
conflict Instead, anal yisnttse garag wed tnhluactl etalre wSa@mwpioe
warfighting plans to a much greater degree
these weapons would be useful for both surprise

35Toward a Nuclear Peace: The Future of Nuclear Weapons in U.S. Foreign and DefensgRegdimy of the CSIS
Nuclear Strategy Study Group, Center fora&igic and International Studies, 1993. p. 27.

36 The text of the Montebello decision can be found in Larson, Jeffrey A. and Kurt J. Klingenberger, editors.
Controlling NonStrategic Nuclear Weapons. Obstacles and Opportunitleged States Air Force, Itikute for
National Security Studies, July 200dp. 265266.

37 Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinbergenual Report to the Congress, Fiscal Year 1988uary 1987,
pp.217-218.

38 For a description of the terms and implications of tiéaty see, CRS Rert RL30033Arms Control and
Disarmament Activities: A Catalog of Recent EveloygsAmy F. Woolf, coordinatoi(Out of print. For copies,
congressional clients mayntact Amy Woolf.)

39 For a more detailed review of Soviet and Russian nuclear strate@R&:Report 95686, Russia's Nuclear Forces:
Doctrine and Force Structure Issyds/ Amy F. Woolf and Kara Wilso(Out of print. For copies;ongressional
clients maycortact Amy Woolf)
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Russian analwpson whalS8ohawe used nonstrategic nt
strategic operations in the theater of war and t
and s ea “Tpheirsa twioounlsd. have helped the Soviet Union
of war and would have diverted forces of the enece
The Soviet Union reportedly began to reduce 1its
mi-d9 80s , under Soviet President Mikhael o6Gor bache
nuclear weapons would be catastrophic. Neverthel
fightimng aal el acrognefl i ct with the United States and

Force Structure

The Soviet Union produced and deopl onyoends tar awiedgei cr @

nuclear weapons. At different times during the 7p
to fit iwstaead cowntaadaner, nucl ear meigdneasmd s hell s
int er meadcigat eballistangddlssvdresesd mihsosiles, and gr e
Soviet Union deployed these weapons at mnearly 6°¢(
nations 1in Easter aRubsusrioapne ,r espounbel iicns tohne tnhoen we st e
perimet e onaonfd tthher onmaghiout Russi a. Estimates vary,
1991, the Soviet Union had more than 20,000 of t
higher, in the range of 25,000 weapoRat®hin earlie
The 1991 Presidential Nuclear Initiat:i
In September and October 1991, U.S. President Ge
Gorbachev sharplydeplltoggmed ttsh e@ifr nmats*tRramcthe gi ¢ nuc
announcedbumidacdiepmadcgal initiatives that marked
Cold War nuclear arsenals.

U. S. Initiative

On September 27, 1991, u. S. President George H.

would withdnswdal hctl apoodnls n(utchloesaer tvheaat coul d trav

mil es) from overbsacsaesd btaascetsi caanld naulcll esaera weapons f

submarines P*Uddeavdahesiermeafures the United St :

approxi mat y 21 dmbtawerdhaded i very systems, 1inclu

Lance miss e and 1,300 artillery shells. It al
r c

el
i1 ]
aboard surface ships and submarbfiedepta*hdbphmbanec

40lvan Safrachuk,“Tactical Nuclear Weapons in the Modern World: A Russian Perspédtivalexander, Brian and
Alistair Millar, editors,Tactical Nuclear Weapor(®VashingtonDC: Brasse$s Inc., 2003), p. 53.

41 Joshua Handlef;The 19911992 PNIs and thElimination, Storage and Security of Tactical Nuclear Weajians,
Alexander, Brian and Alistair Millar, editor$actical Nuclear Weapor(®/ashingtonDC: Brassey s I nc . , 2003),
p.31.

42 The speeches outlining these initiatives can be found in Larsd@meyJaf and Kurt J. Klingenberger, editors,
Controlling NonStrategic Nuclear Weapons. Obstacles and Opportunltlaged States Air Force, Institute for
National Security Studies, July 2001, pp. 288.

43 President Bush also announced that he would verfrom alert all U.S. strategic bombers and 450 Minuteman I
ICBMs that were to be eliminated under the START Treaty. He also cancelled several modernization programs for
strategic andhonstrategic nuclear weapons.

44 Joshua Handler, in Alexander and Mijl&actical Nuclear Weapongp. 2122.
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which had been deployed on 1 amads eabddnatals emi,r amalf
Further more, in late 1991, NATO decided to reduc
nuciaprable aircraft based in EasddptjowhlcHO0De @.
atdrel i vered nuclear weapons.

The United States 1 mpl e meThhtee dUntihteesde Snteaatseusr erse nvoevr
nonstrategic fonohmeabraswmsd ptonessth®wd®21L d The Navy had
withdrawn nuclesrswefipoass firpsm, i submal9i¥fes, and
The warhead dismantlement process has moved mor ec
complete for some weapons, but this was due to t
Texas, mhrtrlece ddamt occur s.

The fir Bush Admini ion decided to withdr a

t
WadsdwrRPadtdamtonckkhedn

s t
threat the weaPomsetwe
e Wer mawiPadbtysmdil 989. oFu
he

st

ae
with th collapse of th
weapons had declined as Soviet Union pulled
weapons. The -buatsieldi twe aopfo ntsh eh asde aal so declined as
warfightintg zoancwmpadani ¢dhat he end of the Cold War.
sebaased weapons helped ease a source of tensions

such as New Zealand and Japan, who had been uncc
nucear weapons during pUrt visits by U.S. naval

The Pr'esdamdemuncement also responded to growing ¢
safety and security of Soviet mnonstrategic nucle
t hous andwe aopfonsheaste bases in remote areas of 1ts

territory in Eastern Europe. The demise of the
Europe generated concerns about the csoawf @atny of tt
August 1991 had also caused alarms about the st
inside the Soviet Union The U. S. initiative was
Bush Administration did niodr ctomsiutl s pvubbhi Soavnwmdu
many hoped that the U.S. initiative would provic
similar steps to withdrasw mans terdd d tmd gmiad en malhneg a o fw

Soviet and Russian Initiativwves

On October Ss, Pr9dOsli,d Rmts sGar bachev replied that h
eliminate nonstr #®fHegstcanadlehat wehpoB8oeviet Union
nuclear artillery ammunition andadwarhendsudbeat e
tciraaifrt mi ssilestham; dédsttoymsalmk; ndalde a e mbanrda
vnao§nt r at egic weapons from s ubzrarsiende sn aavad sawri faat c
stroying some of thefn.nEngtimattegi © fnudlee am mbea
e Soviet Union varied2!l wik(t mo msatnrgaet eagi cgrmewmct | e

45The United States maintained the capability to returrbssad nuclear weapons to aircraft carriers and submarines
until this policy was changed through the Nuclear Posture Reviews of 1994 and 2001.

46 Joshua Handr, in Alexander and MillaiTactical Nuclear Weapong. 22.

47 See, for example, CRS Report83Crisis in U.S-New Zealand Relationby Robert G. Sutter, (Out of print. For
copies,congressional clients mayntact Amy Woolf.)

48 president Gorbachev aladdressed strategic nuclear weapons in his initiative, announcing that he would remove
bombers and more than 500 ballistic missiles from alert and cancelling many modernization programs.
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the Soviet “Gosnesneaqlu einnt 11y9,9 laanal ysts expected thes
thousand weapons.

Rus’a President Boris Yeltsin pledged to continue
Soviet Union collapsed at the end of 1991. He al
warheads removed from FOhesscatregirhdcadsocd ¥h nwmwe h P a
range missiles, artiller st,hiandd oaft o rhiec-bwaherehdelaidtsi of n
nonstrategic weapons;-dhdbfisefinherwepheads fHndml
warheads from nhestAiat Fgeecpanscl e

Reports indicate that the Soviet Union had begur
bases outside Sovipete toefr rtihteo rWaards fapwe oBbattolivleyda e i1l a

of tfreom Eastern Europeomntdotthlke Tt99camonausmese me 1

Nevertheless, Br esliedlegret t@o rwhiaa chhkdervaw and el i mi nat
spurred their removal from other former Soviet s
Reports indicateembua¢edtheymhblde aBd]l beenStrates an
republics by the end of 1991,atand pffrionng UKr9a2i.ne a
The status of nonstrategic nuclear weapons deplc
According toRsemecaestmmatdftbm daphdbymygnt emy t he
1993, but the Army and Air Force systems remaine
Further more, Russia has been far slower to el i mi
the Untigse.d Sdme analysts and experts in the Unit
the slow pace of eliminations in Russia. They nc
warheads, along with the incressmnmagrecwoaliamnwce on
strategy, indicate that Russia may reverse 1ts 7p
weapons 1into its deployed forces. Ot hers mnote tkh
elimination of these warohredaidnsa,t eo rt hteh aetl iRmisnsaitai odne
previously scheduled>®retirement of older weapons

U.S. Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons afte
Strategy and Doctrine

1 "«'EC

In U. S. and NATO policy, mnons ¢t aoaelgdyectaenrurcelneta rt owe
wide range of potential aggress srosh,e sbiuotn aalss oa na s
all iBAwecne .after the demise ONATtOha eSdvfiiatmeldnitdhr 1 n
importance of mnonstrategamaln uicalnecaer cwehaepsoilnosn fsoerv ec
theeg@smmuni qué released after their Ndsvember 199

49 Joshua Handler, in Alexander and Mill@gctical Nuclear Weaponsg. 31.
50 For the text of President Yeltsimstatement, see Larsen and Klingenberger, pp2884
51 Joshua Handler, in Alexander and MillZigctical Nuclear Weapong. 22.

52 Joshua HandlefsThe September 1991 PNIs and the Elimination, Storag&aadrity Aspects of TNWS3,
Presentation for seminat the United Nations, New Yorgeptember 24, 2001.

k)

%For details on current concerns with Russia’s nonstrategi.
Nikolai Sokov,Reducing and Regulagy Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Eurofiee James Martin
Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, Monterey, CA, December 2009.
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Defense Planning Committee a#Ad |1Nuacnlceea rS oPlliadnanriintgy
common commitment,e acedmoesntsrtartaetgada d tulmridawgh rt he cur
depl oyabhlreatseugh ¢ [nucl™Ilar] 993 )RXQGLQUeEH W BRcOXWXDO
5HODWLRQV &RRSHUDWLRQ DQG 6HFXULW\ %HWZHHQ WKH 5XVV
7TUHDW\ 2UJDATDeWHbRQ s assur edn®Ruisstianttihan, ito hmlda n .
reason to deplowy mhelttanrr iwt dhowtn e XaAlTs@w snheantbeedr st.h a |
had nJWReFRKDQJH DQ\ DV SHHVO R DERGIRFQRW IRUHVHH DQ\ I XW
WR GRm\pR a s i].s°°Fa dddéiNg,w tStratg@ggign€dnicn April 1999
thdto protect peace and to prevent war or any ki
the foreseeable future an apmpalbpfforndes mi Xuolfe an c
make a unique contribution in rendering the 7r11isk
and unad®eptable.

NATO completed the next review of i1its Strategic
the aldteddehmalt cence, based on an appropriate mi
capabilities, remains a "dddire dolcaamemtt ovfe ndumnowteor

that NATO would remain a nuclear akkisncelasalean
noted that tmaialthianaem weplhdpriate mi"koof mnucl

ensur®NAT®ahas the full range of capabBilities to
However, the Strategicd fGamddpt diod tihet Ur &f e m,u cd p
Europe, as had the communiqué released in 1995.

“supreme guarantee of the sevWUDWHKILFErt hor AEbi of
Alliatnceceulpady thos¢emPphabhebtUnddad] Snatesindicat
“t he independent strategic nuclear forces of the
deterrent role of their own, conhe iMdl¥ltiece st o t he ¢

the 2010 Strategic Concept alluded to
weapons, both within the alliance and globally,
ar‘eesol ved o s eek tao scarfeeart ewotrhled cfoonrd iatlilo nasn df o r

weapons 1in accordance wiPtrholtihfee rgaatailosn offr etalt ey, Nu al
promotes international stability, and "¢ based o
al s od ntohtaet t h&laamlaltiiamdd yhadduced the number of n
Eurdapned had redwmadd¢atrhewenpbasdihe NATOistsrptegdged
“seek to create the conditidh®tfetegfiunctlenceptduc
ndicated that the goafseienk tRhuesssei arne daugcrteieommesn ts ht oot
ransparency on its mnuclear weapons in Europe ar
erritory Oof"MNAEO vmambdhehaoctumientammommeeaontr ol p
a
e

0
Moreover, h
t
t

ke into account the disparitayamwge hntdhleagreater
ap8hHence, even thoughk RNATBQ an oa sl oamg eard vweiresvar y,

54 NATO Press Communique MPC/NPG2(95)117, November 29, 1995, para. 21.

55 “Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation, and Security Between the Russian Federation and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organizatioii,signed at Paris, May 27, 1997.

56 The Alliance§ Strategic Concepapproved by the Heads of State and Governmeritipating in the meeting of the
North Atlantic Council inWashington, DCApril 23-24, 1999.

57 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATOMctive Engagement, Modern DefenSérategic Concept For the
Defence and Security of The Members of the North Atlahteaty Organization, Lisbon, Portugal, November 29,
2010, pp. 45, http://www.nato.intisbon2010étrategieconcept2010-eng.pdf

58 |bid., pp. 78.
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apparently agreend ntshtarta ttehgei cd insupcal reiatry wiem pons cou
concerns for some members of the alliance.

In recognition of different views ,abtolue alhlei a0l e
agreed that they wou’bkdle tceornrtd méuen a& wd p @ svti ®we NiIiAfl Oa
completed instMampg ZTOF2 NAT@mit 1 n (Theitceargroe.nclehey a
and Defense Posture Revifawadf POPR) womd Wi eixtaimé mer
including nuclear weadpansne amiss s0if]l s tdeaftemnsiec, detd
defesglﬂmew.ever, t DPDPRothpHeamthend any shamgdearn NAT
peture. Inst@adl,eadart wodpang hate & oowrea addmponent
capabilities for”adle ttthihte Mdsd naumwd edef efmocrec,e postur
meets the criteria for an &%YTfheicst ifvoer cdee tpeorsrteunrcee 1ia
shared rights and responsibilities, with nuclear
NAD nations, and all NATO nationpar(teixciepat &F riamc e
nucl earmadkeicnigs ioorn o per aitni onmsc)l epparr tpilhwaikpnantigign ga nd pol
Specifical fyYr hNADP@® oaadlelss pos s i bcloel Ipeacrttiivcei pdaetfi eonnc
planning on nuclear roles, in peacetime basing ¢
consultatioh arrangements.

The DDPR reit €sr aitretde rtehset ailn ippmrcseui ng ar ms contr o
address cohesenwewpbdDhs. Flt o onko t feodrovnahradn ution g 4 b1 1 e s
devel op and exchange buihdpngendgygaandi chntfhdecRus

the MNMATssia Council, with the goal of developing
mutual unders’saaddisR wumsothi NtAT®i ¢ nucl ear”Iftorce pos
also 1ndicat e d otnhsaitd eNFATOi mwotuHhed cont e xt of the br
whd{twoluld expect to see inttibhaswdy af |lDawcifproscadlg
reductionbasadfirmmwargd ¢ nucl ear Wetlanp oontsh ears swogrndesd,
NATO woualndy Ifiunrkt h @t sc mhaw gteam rr epcoisptruorcea I’s changes 11
nonstrategic nuclear weapons posture.

NATO continued to review and revise i1its statemen
Wales ,W20sladw Br2Wsl(s@)0lds8d BrussTakbse( 20@Im) ts occurr e
after’sRammeaxat iioomn 20fld4Cir n melae §Ssh acdoonwt ionfu iRnugs saigag r e
behavior in Europe. While most of the efforts ar
NAT® conventional capabilities and demonstrate a
NATO allies, s o me anluscol eaadrd rweesaspeodn st haen dr calremso fc o n t
straRorgyexample, Paragraph 51 of the“HhWarsaw Summ
greatest responsibility of the Alliance 1is to pr
agains.taatdt“aohlkotn e s houl’dr edsooulbvte NATOt he security ¢
me mbers were .t7 be threatened

As was mnoted above, tthhee sitmaptoerheamtt arloslce roefa fnfuicrl nee
alliance s ectulrhttey .s tIrta tietghl écc Altoleidaensc eo,f particul arl
United States, ac¢cof heheupecmmidgthka i mtdleep eAldleinets
strategic nuclear forces of the United Kingdom a
contributraltlo sttekarra¥Ydomwmdovdhr, Al hae aadfBAEAT®s reaffir

59 North Atlantic Treaty Orgnization (NATO) Lisbon Summit Declaratigr.isbon, Portugal, November 20, 2010,
http://www.nato.inttpsenhatolivebfficial_texts_68828.htm

60 North Atlantic Treaty Organation (NATO),Deterrence and Defense Posture Reyieress Release, Chicago, IL,
May 20, 2012, p. ttp://www.nato.intpsenhatolivebfficial_texts_87597.htmAodespressrelease

611pid., p. 4.
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nuclear deterrence postur &nuvacllseoa rr eweiaepso,n si nf oprawatr,
deployed in Europe and o nvicdaepda bbiyl iAtl{lleise sa ncdo nicnefrrna
addiitn omgsponse to concerns about Russian nuclea
“anegempl oyment of nuclear weaponal hganithhe NATOr wo «
confdndft t he fundamental s eweurrel ttyo obfe atnhyr eoaft e nt esd
NATO has the capabilities and resolve to impose
unacceptable and far outweigh the "benefits that

On the other hand, the Wargdaswth®amms t o fommana gme
relationshiWheweth hBug@&ihad.l BDAPRohadli scussions wit
transparencyb winlhddncdo gi fniddeemce d t hat NATO would c o1
reductionbasadfbdbowdVesdsatwhet 26 & fne n‘tar msi mpd myt mwlt,e d
di sarmameptrolddermén on continue to play an 1 mpor
Al I i’sasrecceur i t y”’Iotb jtehcetni “scish.t €« dc ¢ hta¢ xt 1t is of par
thatar ha mentpramldi heomati on commitments .uw’nder exist
and caRhisdiento preserve the viability of the 11
verifiabl® compliance.

The communique releasedudfytrel tt®hrea t Brdu snsaenlys osfu nhnhi
raised icro mmuenwWigamwesseveral places, the allies not e
environment mnecessitate dase faf ocrotToef teol hebrisebnitd ¢ m nc le e
collectivaode tatdla thbal edwd e tle croemtcenue to be based
mix of nuclear, conventi ohnlatl ,a lasnod ‘o dstsa dl et hdactf ean c
deterrence and defence posture str elngptohleintsi cAalll i a
and military transatlantic 11ink, through an equi
responsibilities, and burdens.

At the same time, the 2018 commuvaomgaer we nwi fhrt't
Rus’sigiolaltNBnTodathe The communi‘gase betad that

cucial -Atol abhutridca nsde cpwriinttfa 11 oo omphaance with the 1

esse’ntti aslupported the U.S. positioda ¢én eRudhaivan n
identified a Russianmwhmicshs irlaei sseyss asgedn,iaohubse c9%M7c2e % ,n
pattern of behaviour and information over many )
Russian Jdompliance.

These concerns rteachedUmi tped kStimnmt dsataenm®dumBcge dvhteh
withdraw from the INFsTwveoiAitiemmebepgnoa to Russ
Decembert M. ATPOF &, gn Mini st ermo trtiehlaeta dtédhdees htatee m
concluded that ®Rnmdsfaehdsddevml 9oppwhe chywviomatehe
INF Taaeadt yhatrohglyy support the finding of the I
material breach of 1t s ”Atbh]1tihgea tshaomeghhtyynndeeort ¢tdh et hlaNF
thel lies are firmly committed to the preservatio
diarmamendpraond feowda ttiwndfloceo,ntinue to uphold, s u

62 North Atlantic Treaty Organizationyarsaw Summit Communiqu&/arsaw, Poland, July 9, 2016,
http://www.nato.inttpsenhatohgpfficial_texts 133169.htns2lectedLocalesn

63 https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts_15662%.ht

64 The United States formally notified Russia of its intent to withdraw from INF on February 2, 2019, with the formal
withdrawal completed on August 2, 2019.
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rengthen arms conproelifdkatyr mdmmenttlaaondt ifco m o
curity, taking into accoiht the prevailing sec

ter the leadership meeting in London in Decemt
¢ tohuetmleisned i n communi que semniss.s ulechde oLvoenrd otnh eD epcrl ez
ttehdat t“heeabhtdesssing and will continue to add
y Ruasdeploegmwmentnteffanmgla amehschepose.significant
fAd 1 ant i°tT hseeycaudrifistoyme d t hat NATO would remain a
clear weapons exist and t hddourt haeb ialliltiye st owoduel tde
fend with an appropri antde mmisx idfe ndw'tfAetdnaetre, ccaopmwbe
me t i me, as they had in prevaoes fodbmhmuebdbammes § <
reservation and strengtheningproofl ieffefreacttiiovne,
g intevaddowmmigt stelce® pty environment
e

commafitigquet s sBrewWs sels summit in June 202
concetsnsnuah ccwmtr® Rnasppadbmial girtaipehs .13, t he ¢ ommun

“Russia has continued to dibyedsipflpyyimgamdscsludadar o

int er medigat eni s sile systems tHMat aadrseo inmtteendd e ch atto
was contol exwipmmmdlcapmbilities by pursuing novel a
and a diver-saep @abyrsa’ mesfweditalon“Rue’saasettathatrate
and comprehensive nuclear weapon systems modernni
increasingly support a more aggressive posture
The Brussglhse mdanfmfimni med t he role 'onfdatuedramrc evearnp
defense pPhset wddies noted, “as tdreyg dhadnual pas t wg a
exist, NATO will r’dma i ano mmumicdtwhdNtA TaQ@l ilhiaastn ctda .k
steps to ensure its mnuclear deter’rlte nrite ictagprasbtidd t i
thd4the strategic forces of the Alliance, particul
guarantee of t’hMo rseconypuarm atigyr aopfh A4 Wtilkeemeg allies not
empl oyment of mnuclear weapons against NATO woul d
conf’l ict

Al though this communique highlighted the growing
nucl ear we apMenmb eirns soefc utrhiengal | i aisc &€,0 mimti tanlesnd 1t ©®a
arms control and nonproliferation me@Wsrumse s . I n ¢
control, di s aprrmwalmefnetr,a tainodn nhoanve made and should
cotnr i bution to ashsevunglamhd btAfedtl atwlse wi 11 wel com
new strategic talks between the Unit&ldn States ar
paragraph 47, the c¢cominemiaq wmecsotmrmintgtdeyd htads the Hidl
impl ementation of 7"tbhug NRT tiem dst leddp ptahsei taidgim attnec et h e
on the Prohibition of Nucleds Weaapadns WIRNMNWX,hewh
nomr ol i feration aencdt udries,a rrmasnmkesn tu mdrecthmitni ng t he N
into account the c¢current security environment

65 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Statement on the IntermedRatege Nuclear Forces (INFyé&aty, Brussels,
Belgium, December 4, 201Bttps://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts_161122.htm?selectedLocale=en

66 North Atlantic Treaty Organizatioh,ondon Declaration, London, UK. December 4, 2019,
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts_171584.htm?selectedLocale=en

67 North Atlantic Treaty Organizatiolrussels Summit Commuique, Brussels, Belgium, June 14, 2021.
https://www.nato.int/cpsfénatohg/news_185000.htm.
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ieZ—eZe1 ZeZ>>2—&Z

Recent discussions about the U.S. nuclear weapor
role of U.S. werptomat d i ¢ xt ealdear deterrence and
deterrence refers to the U.S. threat to use nucl
other adversaries, against ®Adduesnca NATOrsndos o6
pr smi, made to those same allies, to come to the
or attacked. The weapons deployed innkKahopr are
capable bombers thatvedra bBamelabnpaPHhome ifw Asi
debates, however, have focused on the question c
requires that the United States maintain weapons
them in the Paci.fS.c,miolri twahreyt hcearp aobtihleirt ile s, i ncl u
weapons and conventioffal forces, may be sufficie
In the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review, t K'wi1 10lb a ma Ad
continue to assure ewmmiltlimeams dwmd thaiditrtnersuacf togr
this commitment not only t A%Tohueg hNPwRo ridnsd,i cbautte da It shc
wide range of U.S. military capabilUt$es would s
commitmentei woalduclear dimension as long as nuc
partner’™TheemMaimnni stration did not, however, S pec
be met with mnonstrategic nuclear weapens; the fu
available to suppolrnt aadnddi tdieofne,n d hle. SA.d mai Inliisetsr.at i o
United States wewlmk dr ®steiac ke d her miuscd emirs siles tha
assurances to U. S. allitersatimomMsdanc Imded stelmate ,t It
could reassure U. S. allies 1in Asia, abnads edde t er t h
cruise missiles to the region in a cristis.

Moreover, the possible use of cnruehecaer, weapgpomnms ,paa
broader co@Qbamd mt hastt heioregrnohadr sk cta iasy archi
Th20 NPR indicated that regional “sheutli S8y atchtiete
for strengtheniengvhrid gi amrallu cd entge rttheena ol and num
As a result, t h &isnec laurdceh ietfefcet cutrievse-Wiwbbuslsdi 1 e de fens
capabilities, progeaettiiomnalapmpdbwdn ties, —and integ:
all undbey wsrtirtotnegn p ol ©’flinc aolt hceormmwotrndesn,t sa.1 t hough t 1
would continue to extend deterrence to 1ts allie

68 The United States extends nuclear deterrence to Japan, South Korea, and Australia. It may also assure other allies of
the U.S. commitment to their security, but these assurances do not necessarily include legally bindingecdsntoitm
retaliate with nuclear weapons, if necessary. @aek A. Murdock and Jessica M. YeaBxploring the Nuclear

Posture Implications of Extended Deterrence and Assurdsts, Workshop Proceeding and Key Takeaways,
WashingtonDC, November 200%ttp://csis.orgdublicationéxploringnuclearpostureimplicationsextended
deterrenceandassurance

69 The Air Force rotated B, B-2, andB-52 bombers through Guam for 16 years. During that time, it occasionally

conducted missions with the bombers flying over the Korean Peninsula in a show of support to the Republic of Korea.

It recently ended this mission and now plans to fly bombershietoegion on a less regular schedule. Brian W.

Everstine, “AFGSC’s New Pl an AibForbeeMadasineApll 39n2020r s Acr oss t he
https://mwv.airforcemag.com/afgsasewplanto-deploybombersacrossthe-globel

O For see a discussion of these issues, see several essafwiftyes of the Experts: Analysis and Comments on
Americaf Strategic Postureed. Taylor Bolz (Washington: Unitedtates Institute of Peace Press, 2009).

"1 Department of Defens&luclear Posture RevigWVashingtonDC, April 6, 2010, p. 31
https://doddefense.gov/Portals/1/features/defenseReviews/NPR/2010_Nuclear_Posture_Review_Report.pdf

72|pid., p. 32.
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x ttehned ewdo ralrdo vanndd t hat U. S. allies
at least pay more for U.S. security g
would be better served 1 f t hleyyi nagc qouni r e d t

e i1ideas did not translate into policy
aesdsheartt t he U. S. commiltmenstecatsad i @LTHG vafnAde itao

s naumew TChognncerns about the regional threats t
i i y oﬂt He Sanalsyssuirsa nicre st it ©
NP calleadbiflort aestamwmadgt
2t0o0l 8s tNrPe
on enhandendoetn tcso mpol elk.eSl.y nduicslne
nveaecidatoh veapabnhit fescebutal ®n

ecurity, it would drawcoamapalliittiiccas]l tooo

t he pr eisn d2eOnk6iecasli dceanmtp alirgunmp questioned th

nships in general and the relevance

re
0

of N/

shoul d

in t he

ssure many allies who rightly pla

t he

t iiotne dt hSatta ttehse dénvel op t wo new types of

—eZ—
U.S. discussions abo nonstrategioc
e they might plawgti gdn¢n¢$1tnlgalor1m

a
e

threats frdmdnaoinagpdstabrastveapons. For example, f
Be

erdnunyChigatthed Admi“‘mas ht at nong UhS8t

nucl e a

commitments wWUHWDNQUATIQOMWRKGHSOIRILQKMFOHDU FDSDELOLWLH)\

UHJLRQDO FROQWLOQUHQRKLeHY t o be an 1 mportant

me a n s f «

and promoting U.S. interests, reassuring allies
addgdd) .

Spcifically, both during the Cold War and after
maintained the option to use nuclear weapons 1n
or biological weapons. ForyexdmPekdense EAW2y dAWs
testifticed W.h@.t capability to deliver an over whel
response with the full range of military capabil
deterring 71 oigcu eminsastiiloen abnadl IWMD proliferation thr
strategic and theater nuclear forces, backed by
certainly give pause to any rogue leader contemrg
its overseas depl”8Tyheeds ef osrtcactse meomwrt si tdo andti eisndi ca
nonstrategic nuclear weapons would be used to ac
whet her they would contribute ntto, stthrraotuegghiocu tmitshsei

73 Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review, Washington, DC, February 2, 2GRES3@p.
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDE

" 1bid., p. 17.
5 Secretary of Defense William J. PerAnnual Report to the President athee CongressFebruary 1995, p. 84.

76 Statement of the Honorable Edward L. Warner, Ill, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat
Reduction, before the Senate Armed Services Subcommittee on Strategic Forces, April 14, 1999.
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1990s, t hat the United States continued to Vview
strat gy.

The George W. Bush Administration also emphasize
regional contingerncPioesst uirne iResv i2e0w). 1 TNuec 1Beuas h Ad mi
shift toward a somewhat more explicit approach v
mi ght use nuclear weapons in response to attacks
conventponal weating that the United States woul
capabilities that it wouDQ@\loneatdiab ddfensathewhe
it possessed”Bhicd edae wemptomsby ets8tfitesndoubtderp
to use nonstrategic nuclear weapons . However, ma
comments by Bush Administration officials that t
first use of nuclearatwicapomsverlheo BuisthmAd mi hi st v
indicated that it would not wuse nuclear weapons
circumstances.

The Obama Administration, on the other hand, S e e
weapomwsnei megional contingencies. S ptelca fUrmciatl el dy , i
States will mnot wuse or thr enautcelne atro wuesaep onnusc lsetaart ev
party to t¥HaoNidleaartr i dan Tr e a twi t(hNPtTh)e iarn dn uicnl ecaormj
proliferatTSpe coibfliicgaaltliyoonsi.f such a nation were t
conventional, c¢chemical, or biological weapons, t
over whel ming conventi amralt efno rtcoe ,usbeu tn uictl evaau lwdk amc
attacking nation was in compliance with its nucl
have nuclear waAapohs othmeihgshi, WBR. st ated that any
used chemicavle aptagmmiionlsotg itchael Uni ted States or 1its
face the prospect of a devasndttihgt comyenthdowniadu
responsible for the attack, whether mnational 1 ea
accoutitable.

The 2018 NBPRnetcdobb md Adminipdhrbhagdotmd t ®ck mor e
closely with the policy of NhR rBatgskha tApdariang rsatprha t i

from the 2010 “NBRUnt 4 £idmgStt ahseas owri Itlhr eaten t o us c
againstchear weapons states that are party to th
nomroliferatPBmtohlti g htdithoes tUmti ¢ ¢ d St atteos reserve
make anynadjimsttthe assurance that may bef warrant
QRQXFOHDU VWUDWHJIL[FeDiW W B F M tVdHFKDRBRORIlaHVa bi 1 it i es t «
t hr’dd ts.e wh etdlee w mtehnet ,NP R tihnadtin emzoline dir c sda rad elgs coul d

"See, forexample “ Gl obal Strike: A Chronology of the Pentagon’s Ne
Kristensen, Federation of American Scientists, March 15, 2005, p. 108.

78The NPR did include caveats to this declaration. The Obama Administration stated that ietaigd nuclear

weapons in response to chemical or biological attack, if the attacking nation were in compliance with its nuclear
nonproliferation obligations. The possibility of a nuclear response remained, however, if a nation armed with nuclear
weaponsises nuclear, chemical, biological, or even conventional weapons against U.S. forces or allies. In addition, the
NPR stated that the United States might reconsider the pledge not to respond to biological weapons with nuclear
weapons in the future.

7 Nuclea Posture Revieyp. 16,
https://dod.defense.gov/Portals/1/features/defenseReviews/NPR/2010_Nuclear_Posture_Review_Report.pdf

80 Departmenbf Defense, Nuclear Posture Review, Washingtdd, Bebruary 2, 2018, p. 21
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/208-NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDF
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nclude chemical, bsicoalloeg iccoanlv,e ncfyibeenre, b ,aangdh eleasrsgiech n
bama Administrasibnllieft odpiam crichsapropmsset atloi abtiioolno
ttacks, but stated that other threats could be
onve mteisopndarels éfr ump Adminiastwi adteromangel wdedircums
he United States mieghptonrse taafltieart ea nwiatthh anctkc 1l e ar

Force Structure

Through the late 1990s and early in George W Bu
maintained approximately 1,100 nonstrategic nucl
reports indmaambert hatrouaél SWds eved rbombs depl oyed
Europe. The remainder ,ddlhicilaardada d gbomime anddidarn owmmd

ar med asuenac hed c¢cruise missiles, wer PAfhtedd tilme st or
Cinton Admsi ni®$%4 aNuwlnear Posture Review, the Uni
return nuclear weapons to U.S. surface ships (it
weapons under the 1991 PNIpestforeecnmnuned, mhoweble
submarines, and it did not redelhmmvadednwesghaenges
deployed in Europe. During this time, the Unitec
sites for nonstrlatt ergdgpomtuecdleyarr ewvdwmpeoditsy he number
ov@d %et ween 1988 and 1994. I't el i mhianuantcehde dt wo o f
cruise missiles, retaining only one facility on
numlr of bases in Europe that store-lPB8dlseadaro weap
10 bases, in se®¥en countries, by 2000.

The Bush Administration did not recommend any c¢h
after completirmeg Retwi eNmcilne aZ 0 OPlo.stRieports indicat
capability to restore cruise missiles to attack
secret, anywhere on®Tthhee NePlIRo bael sion dtiidmen ootf rcerciosninse.
to the deployment of nonstrategic nuclear weapor
to the members of the NATO alliance
Nevertheless, according to unclassified reports,
nuclear weapbusogWepdwdgedhe nnumber of facilities
during the George W. Bush Admonsitslhewfawd oa=monsSowmer a
withdr abvintr #gdowme en 2 6.0 l1Acacnodr d2i0n0g t o saimec laarses i fi e d
stored.atbaledbeamdel woekbe& d tbthyer§. Sa.r ea isrtcorracfdt ;ato bas
by ‘hbhet "maamadi woul d be deIsi vaeirrecdr abfyt tihfa tNAilaOt ider i d
nuclear weapons.

The Obama Admidn inott ramtynddmuadeder ons to U. S. nucl ea
Eur bme¢i nidti cated that t‘bendnitedi Shaoes abbids re
basing of nucl elln wtelhhep omaesntims Empriopre’s2®1 ® he ¢ ompl
Strategic fohecipns iismwmmeomaipgduapeseea nt matt itomnes Uni t
withdhevseaa pons . For exampl e, ’sGwirca gWesnmtaenre detlelre,, <
81 |bid. p. 38.

82“NRDC Nuclear Notebook: U.S. Nuclear Forces, 20@lletin of the Atomic Scientist3anuary/February 2007.
See, also, U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe, 984, by Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristen&arlletin of the
Atomic ScientistdfNovember/December 2004.

83 Joshua Handler, in Alexander and Mill@gctical Nuclear Weapongp. 3-25.
84 Norris and Kristensen, op. cit.
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that hedhepwotthdrawal of U.S. B®Asclwaasr nwe aponmd of:
NATO dd not <call for the removal of these weapons
that it would be open to reducing them as a r1es.U

Moreover, in the 2010 NPR, t h eo wOlbda mtaa kAed mti ma ssttreap

necessary to maintain the capability to deploy I

the U.S. Air Force would retain the capability t

as it repla@acedr agadwl FiJtdhi ttheStrike Fighter. The

that the United ‘Bwdil 8lsicfoep ed xdlt ecmsnidaac tpraogram for
t

weapon hat 1is cur fteontelnys udreep liotyse df-3uiSE HHiwor nolapilefi,¢ vy w
exmtsei on program will consolidate folrawveérB6ébns o
4 that are currently depl oyle2d. iRne pEourrtosp ei,n diinctaot eo r
new version will reuse the ntcWweht compuodentnhaeat
safety and secur‘taylthleat widd damdrezasewthe accur :

On the ot R&®TrMNPhRa ndn,ditchaet e d

that the HrSnedNavy wou
selaaunched crui sNe) .imnldts ¢ d‘t & d §

ffTEA®Mt em serves a r1ed

in the U.S. "hachuaae stockpohe of several weapons
forward. The NBRRSal {&€BMst addt 8dBMs are capable
advetAsmara res Utlhte, drectcearurseence and-Nascsasmr bece 1ol es
adequately substit’uttheed Ubnyi ttehde sSet aottehse rc omeladn sc,o nt i
deterrence and provide assurance totiots allies i
redepl oN MARLLAMI | es .

As was notedpaBPdwme nss NP RToremm fnfyi rofied he policies
progthms Uni had Puasased [dandaote cemntowmaea sany change
e x1 sbtaisnigng of U. S. nuallgaahrouwgda pers nitn uhwrlapes i fie
that it may have redeployed some of these weapor
at bases®Tihne Rurlo8pred B R ftahtesneld. S. cwpmgni d dnemg WoS. du
capable aircraft-c@IpbClA)S Faiitrh rtahfteth.m tul cttl leianrdUinci at teedd S t
wou‘lmd i nt ain, and enhance as necessary, the capal
DCA arounda nvwhoeu‘iwmdor # GwiNAT O t o—abneds ti nepnrsouvree wher e
needtehle readiness, survivability, and®perationa

The 2018 NPR U lSs.0 sruepepmofrotr efeodrt h a t eNASTuOr e st haatk iintgs
“overall detmseemeset auma, dedel uding its nuclear f
addressing any’spadtoet tri alk ‘’aldheswes gmaeinisluirteise si.ncl ude

8%Julian Borger, “Germans Press for TiRedGuasdianNovember 712009.. Nucl ear

86 Hans M. Kristensen, NeBtrategic Nuclear Weapons, Federation of American Scientists, Special Rep8rt N
Washington, DC, May 2012, p. 24ttp://www.fas.org/docsNon_Strategic_Nuclear_Weapons.pdf

87 Nuclear Posture Review, p. 28,
https://dod.defense.gov/Portals/1/features/defenseReviews/NPR/2010_Nuclear_Posture_Review_Report.pdf

88 According to the Nuclear Notebookinh e Bul 1 et i n o f ThikrumbérhasmécknedSioce 208% i s t s , “
partly due to reduction of operational storage capacitya t s o me ETheaouptehaonr sb anst@maéning hat t he
130 B61s stored in the United States are for backup and jabtese by US fightebombers in support of allies outside

Europe, including northeast Asia. Hans . M. Kristensen and Matt Korda, "United
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientistdanuary 26, 202 https://thebulletin.org/premium/20Z11/nucleamotebookunited
statesnuclearweapons2021/

89 Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review, WashingtonfFBbruary 2, 2018, p4,
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDF
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ot her,etnthianfgh em gre aadndesur vi vab’lalnidt yi nopfh eNATaOz DC A
“capalbilictfiwe n etdhreciars ecoper at pnemotidghtoadaset s
possible participation ofarAddn gmmamtesn litahnec i ma gr e e ¢
realism of training and e xerecfifseet ypirvongtreagnisa tteo neuncs

and -nnuocnl ear .Fperations

On the other handdt htth ©Ob2mh8 ANMRacasetemwhe ba r e mo Vv
launched cruise missil Wohefeomheh20U0OSNPRoasceeste
capabilidilky prO9v€CMewere redundant with those av
deployable systemthathe WobuBUHECNWPReat pee United St c
“a ne e dsetdr antoeng i ¢ rda ghmamnad ddd ftelees einnccer easing need fo
and -ylioewd d "dAptcioodi ng t woudtdlr NPRt he¢e hideterrence of
adversaries and assure allies of the W.S. commit
that a new SLAM gpawegeammo e $sal lvtioo |Rautsisoina of t he 198
Int er meadnigact eNucl ear Foa“cese§d NFYy Tneenhyizadfor R
negotiate seri eussbtyr aat ergeidcu cnf’™ colne aorf weta p o n s

The Biden Adminisgréiddoronhenaobwd8IdCMupdogram in i
for FY2022s. bTuhdeg eNa vifyor $5F. ¥R D Xiban melsedasxsh and deve
while the FY2022 budget request for the National
incl udndsl fSolwéhr Kk on an al tde rwaatrihoena dt.o Atth et hW8 0s a me t
Administration may reconsider tkhmea mbedc iSsLiCavh t o f v
during its Nuclear PostunhAecRediag to pPpheskatepor
2021the acting Secmemtehdyit wedc tit he WNawy thadcwt fund
SLCM as it prepared its FY2023 budget. Several N
initiative, mnoting that it wasmopremammttudde magot na
In his responses to Advance Policy Questions froc
Del Toro, the nominee t ot obedeSfeorn cancatyiyopno 6 gt h emmNa y
decisions relatedchodthbernumaa |l midshseis Namcl @ar Postur
compl®%ted.

Russian Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons :

Strategy and Doctrine

Russia has altered and adjusted the Soviet nucle
po€oMWdr wbdirtl de.xplicitly ré&j eficotnescd tpHe dFeviiet 109Mi3q
indicating that it viewed nuclear weapons as a ¢

% 1bid., p. 36.

91 1bid. p. 55.

2Caitlin M. Kenney, “Lawmakers Blast Acting &Na¥vy Secretary
Defense One, June 15, 20&itps://www.defenseone.com/policy/2021/06/lawmaldestactingnavy-secretarys
defundingnavatnuclearcruisemissile/174755/ S e e , also, Of fice of Senator James M.
Express Deep Concern Following Reports Weill Cancel Nuclear Sea Launahe Cr ui se Missile,” June 8

https://www.inhofe.senate.gov/newsroom/presisases/inhofeogersexpressdeepconcernfollowing-reportsnavy
will -cancelnuclearsealaunchedcruisemissile

98 Senate Armed Services Committee, Advance Policy Questions for Mr. Carlos Del Toro, Nontieegetyetary of
the Navy,https://www.armeeservices.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Del%20Toro%20APQ%20Responses.pdf

“For details on Ranssuclearferces) 3&RS Repart R4S8615XVY EDTV 1XFOHDU :HDSRQV
Doctrine, Forces, and Modernizatiphy Amy F. Woolf
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strategies. However, Russisa vdiedv wfdfd rt threu anlteeeadm t h e
weapons to conduct surprise attacks or preempti
weapons as more defensive in nature, as a deterrt
means to retaliate andodefiend itself 1f an attac
Russia has revised its national security and mil
with successive versions appearinPFon ertampepl a, gr
the military doctrineusesafednudiaddddwaddomwse dt Froa
the existence of ”Tthhee dRoucstsriiame Fpeudbelriasthieodn .i n 200 0
circumstances when Russia might wuse nuclear wear
destruction idatgsa i“aklt wRlkils saa o crndspampgsga ctse iloaar gid i
conventional weapons in situations cri®ical to t
In Mm0d9, when discussisngletfheen sree witsriadle Egyft ehwmshs iwa
2009 or early 2010, Ni kol aPir ekai tdremnst hieavl, Stehceu rhietayd
indicaRwsdsitshawoul d haveprkkemoppti vedapeleawmnshrake
aggr Eusssiorg conventional,weggomanavédnahoadl war.

However, when Russia published the final draft c
specificall ye mputtihvoer iuzsee tohfe npurcel e ar “Rwesaspgpans . I nst
reserves the rightrespaumsee ntuc la aus eweafp omwc lienar o
destruction against her and (or) her allies, anc
conventional weapons that woul d ”lunts tiena dd aonfger t
expandigg tlfeciamwumstances when Russia might us ¢
seemed to mnarrow the range, from“tnhes i2t0u0alt ivoenrss i ¢
critical to the mnationa”lt oseachwer ictuy rtednstt tfboer fnu st shiaat r
mi ght be ushdtiwoaldapat in dange&t the very exis
Hentbgvasi ttle indication that Russia plans to u:c
conflict, before it en,gaegwednRwishschuaghhcmtwed tdd irtelsa 1 u we
of nuclea weapons first, d%Thiimags oatn noenwg o iamgl charsy
been a part of Russian military doctrine for yea
Analysts have i1dentified s édsveirngr dagidcmdsesnddadn cc
nuclear weapons. First, with the demise of the ¢
1990s, Russia no longer had the means to suppor:t
conflicts in Chechnya @nwe aGlemea sgsisas chaingvheRnitsgishatreeadl s e
military forces. Russian analysts also saw emer g
Rus’siperiphery. Many analysts believed that by t
resort to nRwssiaa wempednistt could enhance its abi
conflictsseRuesofi vulnerability, and its view th
increasing, also stemmed from the debates over 1

95 According to Alexander Pikayev, a Russian defense analyst, scenariosgosslide use of nuclear weapons
broadened since 1993 and 1997. See David HofffiNenw Russian Security Plan Criticizes West, Doctrine Broadens

Nuclear Use Policy,Washington Postlanuary 15, 2000, p. 1.

96 “Russias Military Doctrine} Reprinted inArmsControl Today May 2000.

"David Nowak, “Repo-¢cmpt iRues ASSacibted®resiOttdber 44, 2009¢
98 Text of the New Russian Military Doctrine, Available at Opensource.gov, February 5, 2010.

99 Nikolai Sokov,The new, 2010 Russian My Doctrine: The Nuclear Angl€enter for Nonproliferation Studies,

CNS Feature Story, Monterey, CA, February 5, 2010.

Wpavel Podvig, “New Russian Do Russian Strategic NutcleaP ForceBetobar i v e

14, 2009 http://russianforces.onglog/200940hew_russian_doctrine_and_preve.shtml
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grogvialliance would crestscecxzuneawychaphlkbkengal aol Ru
nucl ear weapormss bcolrodseerrs .t oT hReusses icaconcer ns contribu
Russia might wuse nuclear weapons 1if its mnational
For many in’sRussgiaxa,amPpAli@E@n in KosbBvgriowi h®99 und
weakness andndNAdOsing willingness to threaten Ru
Concept published in 2000 noteldrehattohBubsvel wa
growing It cited, specificathyg, desiaefofidammat a
and international associations to diminish the
internat i’dlthaelr es eamaknsiati .ot hd rAavidteal stphsek eof t he [
Federation is to exercise deterrence to prevent
against RussS€Caeansaduens] gl |l Resshioml dopolssedsd tmhatl
f or caets atrhe capable of guaranteeing the inflictio
aggressor state or coalition &% states in any coc
The debate over the robtenefionel cacec weatpwgnsttrat
1990s considered both strategic and nonstrategioc
threats emerging around the borders of the for me
whet her nonstrategic nucleaent wenpbnweasbné¢sdseubsht
conflicts. The government appeared to resolve th
expansion of nonstrategic nuclear weapons 1in 196
meeting of theoKmeml’s nRiBescsmuadenty ¥eltsin and his
reportedtllyata gMesadow should develop and deploy ta
weapiddvsi.adi mir Putin, who was then chairman of t
Pr e s i dseinnt hYad “ae nbdl ouresperdi nt for the devel opment an.gd
we a p’dth s .

Many analysts in the United States interpreted t
Rus’siampl ementation of i1its obilhgatRowsli whindgs t he
ba%fkr om its obligation to withdraw and eliminate
di ffec¢msioon Ones Rascusliamedntalaytstt he documents a

focused on the develtcdhmme mvtoudfd @apd rddwi Rutss d ml a s ¢
nuclear war with strategic means 1in order to det
planned, but™Sipmictidfd chdrhayge he argued that Russi:
geenr ati on o forn eynosetlrda, t ewgairch,eads that could be to b
l aunchers. Ot hers believe Russia has also pursuc
nuclear weapons and devel opmemangd meow aearc | miass i

Theotpntial threat from NATO reaad nfdll 4t aopmcern |
doct s%Thhee 201 0s tddothetat i mdhe main externalthweilitary
desire to endow the force potemtni aflINATO)t lwd t Ho gt k
functions carried out in violation of the nor ms

101<2000 Russian National Security Concgptezavisimoye Voennaye Obozrenianuary 4, 2000.
102 Martin Nesirky,“Focus: Nucleapower Russia Wants Tactical WeapdrReuters April 29, 1999.

103 David Hoffman,“Kremlin to Bolster Nuclear Stockpile, Government Fears SRartge Missiles May Be
Inadequaté&, Washington PostApril 30, 1999, p19.

104|lvan Safranchik;Tactical Nuclear Weapons in the Modern World: A Russian Perspédtivalexander and
Millar, Tactical Nuclear Weapong. 54.

105Text of the New Russian Military Doctrine, Available at Opensource.gov, February 5,364,0also, Bitri

Trenin,2014: Russia's New Military Doctrine Tells ACarnegie Moscow Center, Moscow, December 29, 2014,
https://carnegie.ru/commentary/57607
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ssian Federation and”Tihtes 2a0ll114i edso camwrd nal sroe pi
cHoemoceer,n SRus sia views NAT®G tbroorodpesr si na sn aat itohnr:
anThesucohyern extends to U.S. missile def e
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ive Applhmaah  EPAAJnment where Russia also
tiveness of sitdoatlodnivwen tti hoen apl o sfsoirbclees ,usiet o f
a
a
i

Ll 3
o v

°
0 T =
=

r weapons during aerliopdhdeled ydro ctaginemsald oc mmftl
would use nuclear weapons to preempt suctl
n'% esponse.

o » O Y D o o o 6
H'(‘DOQ—F

Ste € tha e o ot BB
"""”"'GQVJES}.%U‘ Em'—‘(D“OCLV’VJ

ﬂwb@}h—'wﬁﬁg—hb—hi—i-

—_ =

ough Russia does not use themiphovasyida, any
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edae ¥datc e¥Rmses ian statements, when combined wit
sd mud ate the usagaoifnsntu cNARQ@ dnwmmbpegorntss o bel i e v «
i hreaten to use 1ts nonstrategic nt
h threats couldloedyr opr woft hii ms datha ontf d
eved that tlweatphneamightudeadudcltsamdversaric«
e its!'®ThlsedpctoiheckwlHawsntambmeadswit!l
gned to remind otshemwc loefart heed Bamrmeehngtt ht ef ¢ Raits

s iian chraeda s ed the role of nuclear weap®ns in it

arly JuwRmes s20a2 0,el easaed t‘OendBas docBmenciples of S
Ruesdseiraant iFon on Ntultcdte acutDlestead dtnlceer t hms a4 nces
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r e fficse dpeofleincsyi ve by mnature, 1t is aimed at m
evel suffiremndkt . dodhmhatctRwuss ide tmai nt ains fo
“nflict guaranteed unaccept.abml andamafdsmstanpget
with previous official statements, this document
wepons during conventional conflicts. But it did
Russia would escalate to nuclear us“%nifhet were
event of a military conf Initcito,n tohfi sa nP oelsiccayl aptrioovni c

106 /jadimir Dvorkin, Nuclear Weapons in Russia's Arded Military Doctring Carnegie Moscow Center, Moscow,
January 22, 201%ittps://carnegie.ru/commentary/58774

107 For a more detailed discussion of Russian nuclear doctrin€R8dReport R458615 XVVLDTIV 1XFOHDU :HDSRQV
Doctrine, Forces, and Modernizatiphy Amy F. Woolf

For a detailed description of Russia’s strategy, see Niko
e s ¢ a |l aBulletio of the Atomic Scientistslarch 2014 http://thebulletin.orghhy-russiacallslimited-nuclear
strike-de-escalation

WRobin Emmott, “Risk of Nuclear Wimi sReuefsMarehRl 2006r o wi ng, war
See, alsoYasmin Tadjdeh Stéte Dept. Official: Rssian Nuclear Disarmament Must Contindtational Defense
March 23, 2016.

110 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federati@m Basic Principles of State Policy of the Russian

Federation Moscow, June 2, 2020.
file://IH:/Long%20reads/Basic%20Priptes%200f%20State%20Policy%200f%20the%20Russian%20Federation%20
on%?20Nuclear%20Deterrence%2620-
%20The%20Ministry%200f%20Foreign%20Affairs%200f%20the%20Russian%20Federation.pdf

111bid. Paras 4, 5 and 10.
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actions and their termination on conditions that
its 7"Ahlaillegs.ts have assesse dWNKWMBWHQd s] ante@a nts 0 Rm s & |
as a way ntfol idcett etrhaat cwoul d thraten the existenc
The 2018 Nucl e adrh eProosdttuhree vR cevwd actipbt amtd Reusd¢csailaa thea

dees csatlraattee gy tahnadt dRussesratdeednl y assesses that the t
escalatiuvad ddrad use ofr naldéd ® a da accoanpfolnisc twoounl dt esr
favorabl 8B¥Tthoi sRuvsiseiva .un &e rrleicroensmetnhdea t NRPRis for t he
devel op-ynewdl awnstrategic weaponlsnittheadt ,S tiatt easr gwic
a credible respomseg thaet eblye Russian leadership
the consequences offl imited nuclear first use.

Force Structure

It is difficult to estimate tthlee nRambsdan aolf. nTohnisst r
uncertainty stems from several factor s: uncertai
weapons that the Soviet Union had stored and derg
announced his PNI; uneduonttaiononhy abothesbhespatempgHf
war helaidnsi nated from the Russian arsenal-; the add
capable deliveby foysxsteems ttraacRwssi;a and uncertain:
war heads fodemlvay thearbtl eoanp atibhlees ed edluiavler y s yst e ms .

Analysts estimate that the 6vi0OH Women rmd e gh a v a
weapons, Or mor e, in the late 1980s and early 16
publ i chleyy thhaadt ctompl eted the weapons withdrawals

proceeded to eliminate wdHbwedsratmanyace¢rpert @, @
these statements, mnoting that Russia probably 1
this quickRysslianaddfifcoals have offered a movin
public stat othent at HKdhre Nwathear Nonproliferation
2000, Russian Foreign Minister Ivanov stated the
PNIs. Butwmpameettfaoabl owo years later, Russian off
process was continuing, and, with ade%uamte fundi
2007, an offscMahi §tom BfisPDeoense stated that Ru
elimination of all of the washé¢eddefemsiet waghenart
of its air force warheafbkn 2GMUH030t%h o fRudsi mmvagdyv
revised this number and said it had redficed its

112 Nikolai Sokov,Russia Clarifies Its Nuclear Defrence PolicyVienna Center for Disarmament and Non
Proliferation, Vienna, Austria, June 3, 202@tps://vcdnp.org/russialarifiesits-nucleardeterrencepolicy/.

113 pepatment of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review, WashingdC, February 2, 2018, p, 8
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018 NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDEF

114 1bid. p. 30.

1151 ewis Dunn,“Non-strategic Nuclear Weapons Control: What is the Probleim2,arsen, Jeffrey A. and Kurt J.
Klingenberger, editorsControlling NonStrategic Nuclear Weapons: Obstacles @mportunities United States Air
Force, Institute for National Security Studies, July 2001, p. 17.

116 Joshua Handler, in Alexander and Mill&gctical Nuclear Weapong. 29.

T"Robert S. Norris and Hans M. K rBulletn ef the Atomic Scietigts s i an Nucl ear
January/February 2010, p. 79.

Hans M. Kristensen and Robert SBuletNofthe Atamjc ScieRtistgols67,a n Nucl e ar
no. 3 (May/June 2011), p. 71.
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In 2003, General Yutrhe mBatlhey efvisrksyt, dvdhpu twya sc hi e f

Generadt &tadft hat Russofi wosmsltdaovtcadbhanolbeatl we

woul d, “halsd eand ,t 0’int s estpoakpepi tos U. S. plans to

nucl ecahre ¥%Bas ner al Ni kol ai Makarov, head of the Ru
comment in 2008. He¢keseapi dn ot nhsattr aRtuesgsiica mnwuwculledar f or

is unstable and PAcked with armaments.

Rus s iaal shoasreporhedbymbeducfdmt!l itary bases that

nucl ear weapons and has consolidated i1ts storage
unclassified estimates, -60@ Soooiazge Unitobas mhygr hau
in 19%hk. eBd tof the decade, this number may have
years, Russia may have further consolidated its
around 50 n operation.

With consideration for Rubsiumcaownhastottegiicn nagt k
sour ces i nndaikcaavteeu hRouds4s,10a0 0 war heads for mnonstrate
around te%l y2idths® pogd, the congressionally manda
Commi ssion indmazypthaadregdchwmwnd Ru,s&0k operational non
weap6Asmore r eciemdiistedakttes mahaes apprarmnmaralggilec9l?2
nuclear warheads assignedd faonrd dvealriivoeu$$T hbeyf eani sri, v en

aut tkadscul ate thaRus’swai himathtOBaohabdeuifoe
missiles, antisubmarine rockets, ¥Hihe ahircr aft

Force mnfavpul@¥mucl ear walrahbelaed sf carvadel i very by fi gl
The Ar my 7ndesayr haadsr damge sthiowxsti,] esl amgl wirtth,] lpasys il

some additional -cwaaprahbelaed s9 M702r9 atihmet e@nonmdls8 o ¢ ¢

Rus’siaonstrategamhbadd ocat e’daitro aRauds smias sil e defe

for,cewnehrly 290 ndolkreaid fedetdsadghl y 90 for the

Moscow3 A missile defense sy$¥tem and coastal defe

Anot her source,hodohggudtdoadtf eRrugsdis¢ei amentay have hal
or only 1,000 operational wa¥Rhadseformabdbastoat:t

hat mMiugthett @ain up to 210 warheads for i1its ground
and snmsile defense forces, 334 warheads for 1ts

for®Whkere past studies calculated the number of
estimates of reductions from Cold Wacrapabvleed s wi't

19Vladimir Isachenkovi'U.S. Nuke Development @gerns Russid,nterfax November 26, 2003.

20« Russian Military Chi e fGloatSeauritydNewshidecemberd?, 2088 ¢ Nukes , ”
121 Hans M. Kristensen, NeBtrategic Nuclear Weapons, Federation of American Scientists, Special Report No. 3,
Washington, DC, May 2012, p. g8ttp://www.fas.org/docsNon_Strategic_Nuclear_Weapons.pdf

1221J.S. Congress, House Armed Services Committee Hearing. James Miller, Principal DegetySecretary of
Defense for Policy, Prepared Statement, November 2, 2011, p. 2.

123William J. Perry, Chairman and James R. Schlesinger, Vice Chaignaarjcaf Strategic PostureThe Final
Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Padtilme United States, WashingtddC, April 2009,
p. 111, https://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/file/strat_posture_report_adv_copy.pdf

22Hans M. Kristensen and Matt KBulleti of the Atdnic Scientigteebrddyc 1 e ar For c e

24, 2022 https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/00963402.2022.2038907 ?needAccess=true

125 See Igor Sutyagimtomic Accounting: A New EstiifW H R 1 5 X Vsttat@&@y it WutlRaQForcesRoyal United
Services Institute, Occasional Paper, London, November 2012, p. 3,
https://rusi.org/sites/default/files/20121% @tomic_accounting.pdf

126 |hid., p. 73.
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d delivery sydfdfoeme isa untaficabciumsge,d h ddRus s i a
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127.S. Department of Defensipclear Posture RevigWReport, Washington, DC, February 2018, p. 58,
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDF

2Lt . Gen. Robert P. Ashley Jr., “Russian and Chinese Nucle
Institute, May 29, 201%ttps://www.dia.mil/News/Speechesnd Testimonies/Article
View/Article/1859890/russiananchinesenuclearmodernizatiortrends/

129 Statement of Charles A. Richard, Commander, United States Strategic Command before the House Armed Services
Subcommitteen Strategic ForcesMarch 1, 2022.

0Br y an BNudedrdears motint as Ukraine crisis deepeRsllitico, January 27, 2022
https://www.politico.com/news/2022/01/27/nucldaarsmountukrainecrisisdeepend0003088

BiHans M. Kristensen and Matt Korda, “Ru sientisispMaishu9 1 ear For ce
2020, p. 111https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/00963402.2020.1728985

132 Department of Defens&uclear Posture Reviewashington, D.C., February 2, 2018, p. 9,
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
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Treatny2019.

Changing the Focus of the Debate

The preceding sections of this report focus excl
nuclear weapons. T hgersael wpeaarpto nosf oxfehiree b @adanlwdi enWa ert hset at
nations aTnhde dsotcrtartiengey t hat would have guided the
weapons both figured into calculations about t he
nations might escalate t-ei mclhnwmdilmerg rF reiaxnc,cheanmgdér. e aOtt
Chi-ma so had nuclear weapons, but these did not
the same way as U. S. and Soviet forces.

The end of the Cold War, however, anddthenghangi
t he pyaesatras3 0 rendered incomplete any discussion o:
limited to U.S. and Russian forces. Because bot'l
their use, the relationship bet mbomtt tchetswo nat.i
weapons . In addition, Russian officials have tur
concerns about a range of U. S. and NATO policies
beyond their mutual rpeolsastiibolnes htihpr ewahtesn acnodn sriedseproinr
include the use of nonstrategic nuclear weapons.
possible use of nuclear, chemical, omobiol ogical
state actversndBotheldathat they might wuse nucleart
threats froTfmhiot htehematisosnsvident in the 2018 Nuc
for the deploymamtchetl £ rme wes ena s s itl ei nt op aardtd,r etsos
Uu. S allies from the missile and nuclear prograr
In addition, a debate abouldnoase¢r atiese ctamadon 1 pas
RussianFoarsexalhmpldea amng¢hPracksiosrbta mveoa puustsh e & h e
event of a conflict. If measured by the range of
these meaapomss could be considered to be nonstrat
these weapons 1 n reaittehgeirc srtorlaetse.g iBco tohr nnaotnisotns ¢ on
their nuclear strategies, leaving many questions
fut ur e Pcaoknifsltiacnt,s .in particularanfpgaeasteaonscadbredcil
weamps witdepHpdowedd forces, with the intention of
blunt a possiChlimal mdisoan hatst maaklear weapons with
could be considered nonstrategiacut Mameg mpatad ytsit a1
REPORT.PDF

133.S. Department of State, Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament

Agreements and Commitments, Washington, DC, July 2014 -pf, 8

http://www.stategov/t/avc/rls/rpt/2014/230047 .htm

B4For details on Russia’s noGRS&KReppri R438IRuUssianmCompliance withthe NF Tr eat y
Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty: Backgroamdl Issues for Congressy Amy F. Woolf
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I ssues for Congress

During the 2010 debate dSrntaowpiNews STARInTeecasty., ahb
Russisnrabagic nuclear weapans weFlke moMowodetrleat |
STARTt hat Russia possessed a far greater number
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nations seekimnlgn n2uGcllde,a ra fwteearp oRsusnsei aMeanhbseorxse d Cr i m
raised concerns about the possibnlithgtthegi Bnssi
bringmalgostde to the bordern&®8Fofes gme MNATOtalt]l Ses g
Lavrov ignited these concerns in December 2014,
nuclear weapons in Crimea bel*Thee NOti8maa was no.y
Posture Revoelwighht pahbtocudt o’stRcugsasmigatgn ¢ nucl ear we apc

]l inkreadposed changes 4 nclUufS8ingutheadefyoitecolpdsnent of
warhead for submarine 1| wusleaduend hbeadl lcirtsutiisce mmiissssiille
Rus’siapparenttniuoobteanddthe modernizatThem of 1its
Tr ump Ad mismiusgthrt a tt iooRuisndski nloinnsittrsa toeng itct/ . n-Si.cl ear we a
Russian discussions about tfhe SBitdems Admi af s Ne¢ wt §
e xtddn trheea tty wit hout that linkage but has indicat
about nonstrategic nuclear weapons 1in i1its strate

Durth2g0 d&@bates prior to'’s hrewoSntprleattagihy ©€ ¢ MNeAd @t ,
gover nme natl soofi fsiecdi amlasny 1 ssues about TlheSs.e nonstr a
debates focused on questions about whether NATO
ensure 1ts security andc owhteitnhueer ttoh ed eUpnliotye dn oSntsattre
weapons at bases 1in Europe. Many of the discussi
nuclear weapons and many of those theatachedusaed c
similar —etdrealeu swiposre wddegreement about the need f
bet ween the United States and Russia in containi
nonstrategic Trhhec'lledRrgrwesaspamrsi.t erated its support
t he FY2O0sle3 Almettheomr Hz Rt @ BB A¢ t i ¢ {tnhdei clantietde dt hSatta t e s
should pursue negotiations with the Russian Fede
depl oyendd eapnldo yneod nonstr’ategic nuclear forces.

The tone of the discussion has’s chmmexat iilmn refc e@rt
its support for separatists in Ukraine, and 1its
l1idibkeus ssisoinbloef rpeoductions in U.S. nuclear weapo
in pursuing tr an sbpuairlednicnyg ammeda scuornefsyv hdwtiheehe Rus s i a .

prospects for cooperation with Russioilmsdem | i mit

135For a more detailed discussion of Indian, Pakistani, and Chinestrategimuclear weapons, see Alexander, Brian

and Alistair Millar, editorsTactical Nuclear Weaponsp cit.See alsoToshi Yoshihara andames R. Holmes, eds.

Strategy in the Second Nuclear Aij¢ashington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2012). See, also, Hans. M.
Kristensen and Matt Kor da, BullelimottheiAtomid Scidhtistdligusa 30, 2088, pp ons , 2019
259260, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/00963402.2019.1654273?needAccess=true

¥Sergei L. Loiko, “Russia saysriimdobhAigeleaTimeDegdmbert5o0 put nucl e
2014.
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Secretary of Defense Robert Gates stated that he
numbers or‘oldcd@amndnmiafs, nucolfidecirata mtiglhle by soHhel
interest to roglue states or terrorists.

Russianhadeé&ntdhat st hey might I os control er
and they contend that the problems of the 990
central s¥Morraegoev earr,e atshere is mno public evidence
episodes of 1ost, sol d, or stolen Russian nuclea
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The Role of Nonstrategic sNu\alteiaorn aWe a p ¢
Security Policy

As was notamdgnabpgpves mrsgumo ntshtarta tReugiscd anucl ear we a
to the United States, its allies, and ot hers bec
and military strategies, increasiRgsditas mieghtnce
resort to the early wuse of nuclear weapons 1in a
wider conflict and the possible involvement of t
possibly drawing in ne wbNATOvmembaetr sRuSome adsld
with its nonstrategic nuclear weapons because Rt
Russian analysts and officiawist hatvlee ap@gusidbltcd at
depl oyment of nuclleade fwenponscapami Imitsisds on t he
members c¢cl s dotrdleeRss sti mates how much NATO could

Th20¢®ngressionally mandated Strategic Posture (
concern abouti ctahtei ommi sk iohfe nRyutsismpab gi ¢ nucl ear force
Rus$itaores thousands of these weapons 1in apparen
west of "kthef dUmtaHesrr noted that the current 1imbala

137«Because of their size and forward basing, they are especially vulnerable to theft and unauthotiSes use.
William C. Potter and Nikolai Soko¥Nuclear Weapons that People Forgétternational HeraldTribung May 31,
2000.

B¥Walter Pincus, “Gates Sug gWashingtonRas@ctober 285200B,.2A8. Wi t h Russi a,

139 Russias defense minister, Sergei lvanov, has said that Rassialear arsenal is safe and militants could never
steal an atom bomb from the country. He further noted that it is a myth‘tRatssian nuclear weapons are guarded
badly and weakly. See“Russia Says No Militant Threat to Nuclear ArsehRleuters August 3, 2004.
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140William J. Perry, Chairman and James R. Schlesingee ChairmanAmericaf Strategic PostureThe Final
Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, WaEhingtpri| 2009,
p. 21, https://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/file/strat_posture_report_adv_copy.pdf

141 Robert JoseptNuclear Weapons and Regional Deterrenirelarson, Jeffrey A. and Kurt J. Klingenberger,
editors,Controlling NonStrategic Nuclear Weapas: Obstacles and Opportunitigddnited States Air Force, Institute
for National Security Studies, July 2001. pp-%0

142Qlya Oliker, 5XVVLDMV 1XFOHDU 'RFWULQH :KDW :H .QRZ ;K83 :H 'RQTW DQG :KDV
Washington, DC, May 5, 2016ftps://www.csis.org/analysis/russia%E2%80%88sleardoctrine
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acquire new nuclear weapons capabilities or to e
nations armed with chemical or biological weapor
nucl ear weapons 1n r eiscpaoln,s eo rt ob icoolnovgeinctailo naatlt,a cckh ¢
were in compliance with i1its nuclear nonprolifere
the United States would deter and respond to att
conventiosnall nweaadpdoint i on, the Administration anno
Navsy nuazt madl,a wnecashed cruise missiles, which had ¢t
deterrent to allies 1n Asia. Nevertrheil 26 st, hd he A
B61 war heads, carried by U. S. tactical fighters
extended deterrent

Some questioned the wisdom odt itati st lcch aldngiet e ch $Htoa
would only thr e aweeanp otnhse iuns et hoef mmousctl eeaxrt r e me <cir ¢
argluhat, by t akfionfgf tthheen ctsasbmlaepoant i ngencies, the
mi ght allow some adversaries to conclude that ttl
of anedwdmwgh¥Thpo®bema Admi phioswertvaktaito m larthgpwmegdh i t
was taking the nuclear option off the table 1in s
U. S. ability tondelenrantadcbansfbemannscimetdhe hEni t
capability to respond to attacks from these natd:i
Accor dinndgerd ©et ary of S tvaet er eEtlaliemn tThhea sprhespect of
devastating conventional foowrwge ¢opdetall pnidf rehkg
use chemical or biological weapons. No one shoul
responsible for such aggression, whether those g
depends on thpowrwsediAirthassyi wvd amd potential conv
nuclear aggressi™n is highly credible.

Questions about the role of U.S. nuclear weapons
recent years, as analystswhapens omighht tof iadterast
with a regional ally*Somedawalthsmucdeauabt wehponbV.
weapons would play any role in such a contingenc
used a nuclear wed pStna taegsa ionrs ta nt hael IUn,i tbecause U.
should be sufficient to achi®Orteh enross,t hcoowecveeirv,a balre
that the United States might mneed to threaten t1}
empl oy adtheosse, wehen facing an adversary seeking t
intimidate the United States or coerce 1t to wit
suggested, s pecdefp lcajedadr, nwiedalapto nfso rwwiatridhle o we r  y i e |
wordenstrategic—mughtagseweapownsa more credible d
circum¥tances.

143 Statement of Rep. Buck McKeomnking Member, U.S. Congress, House Armed Senvig&s, Nuclear Weapons
Policy, Hearing, 111 Cong., 29 sess., April 14, 2010

144 Statement of Ellen O. Tauschemder Scretary of State for Arms Control and International Security. U.S.
Congress, Senate Armed ServicBse Nuclear Posture Revied11" Cong., 29 sess., April 22, 201

145 For varied views on this issue, see Clark Murdock, eralject Atom: A Competitive Strategies Approach to
Defining U.S. Nuclear Strategy and Posture for 2@P50 CSIS, Washington, DC, May 201t&tp://csis.ordiles/
publication150716_Murdock_ProjectAtom_Web_Rev2.pdf

463ee, for example, Barry Blechman and Russell Rumbaugh,

Nuclear Weapons: A New U.S. Near Policy, in Clark Murdock, et aProject Atom: A Competitive Strategies
Approach to Defining U.S. Nuclear Strategy and Posture for 2088 CSIS, Washington, DC, May 2015.
http://csis.ordiles/publicationd50716_Murdock_ProjectAtom_Web_Rev2.pdf

YKeir A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press, “TheFordignlaflaiss We Need:
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November/ December 2009. Siecea aMussot, PErlebprai rdbatidhalinterébLyi, mi“t Aemde rWa r ,
November/December 2015.

148 |bid., p. 17.
“WKent Harris, “NATO Al lies Wa n tStats.al Strigés; EutopeanrEdiflBa a pons out o

March 3, 2 0 Allied BidSot ®bamadol Remve U.S. European Nuclear Stockgil&FP, February 20,
2010.
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strategic n'PMdraaovewre,apsomme argue, because these
political role in Europe, they no longét serve a
Ot hers, howgveome iaffudials in newer NATO nation
nucl ear weapons 1 ne dFeulreovpaen tn omti lointl ayr irleyma iinn s o me
thwymae essential indicator of the U.Bhisommit me:
argument has gaoimee do fc rtehdee mceewears NATO allies, suc]
states, feel threatened by Russiah@wmpdwotubdarsena
view the withdrawal of U. SU. Stucdrdr NARQ@ pcoommmiatsmea
their ecurity.

NATO foreign ministers addressed the 1issue of U.
meeting in Tallinn, Estonia, in April 2010. At t
of t hosc onastoiugrhst WATO agreement on the removal
argued that these weapons wer e ’sstsiollli draerlietvwa ntAtt d
conclusion of the meeting, Secretar wasf n®ttate Hi
opposed to reductions in the number of U.S. nucl
these weapons should be linked to a reduction 1ir
weap®Mereover, according tonamNATOtseposkhamangrtelh
nuclear weapons would be removed from Europe unl
Some also question whether the United States anc
weapons from basesd isne chuurriotpye rfeoars osnasf.e tAyn aAni r For
surety and security practices, released in earl.y
U.S. weapons stor e d*Tahte spornoeb lbeansse sweirne FEeuvriodpeen.t a't
national ebahes Unwhed States stores nsucdwmr Wweap
aircraft, but mnot at U. S. ahosbanesion Eacopety]
nuciaprmabl e units vari’asndf rtohm tc omwonstt rDyd) Bksoe sc oduon tnroyt
security requirements.

Somen Conhhowagghket Uni sbduabBtiaider expanding its depl
capable aircraft and nuclear bombs’simigg@ressti omn
in Ukraingdthdheyuehgmeves WRwdsdi ale momtsitamst ewitlhla t
pri®®8ome have also suggested that thearUmeidt ed St a
missiles in Europse,viiml ateisqpmo nos fe®™f loe rRus k@ al NF Tr e
evidence that NATWe regmeb tddp!| eowimviwiud dnit ed

St astremsounced tthoa twiitth dprlaawn nferdo fiomhke hhANE dTrgatyd t h:
steps could ignite a new arm$yraoneEthapeco®t def s

150 Oliver ThranertU.S. Nuclear Forces In Europe to Zero? Yes, But Nqt(vanhegie Endowment for International
Peace, Proliferation Analysis, Washington, DC, December 10, 2008. See, also, Wolfgang Ischinger and Ulrich Weisser,
“ANTO and t he NNewlNarkaTimedtebhrbarydd, 2020, ~

1511an Davis and Oliver MeieDon W OHQWLRQ WKH &ROG :DU /RUG 5RNAHOWRRQTV %DVLO )D?Z
Berlin, February 12, 2010.

152 Franklin Miller, George Robertson, and Kori Schakéj UPD Q\ 2SHQV 3 DGR diENpéaRReform,
Briefing Note, London, February 2010, p. 3.

8«y.S. ties Removal of Eur oGlobal SecuNty Newswiréhpel 23R2050s i an Ar ms Cut s
154 Aiir Force Blue Ribbon Review of Nuclear Weapons Policies and Procedures, February 8, 2008.
5 ohn T. Bennett, “Tur nerh aP uPbDefensesNewsanuary2’?, 201%™Mu st ¢ Come Wi t

%John Bolton and John Yoo, “An Obsol eWadlStWatdowrrglar Treaty Eve
September 9, 2014ttp://online.wsj.condrticlesjohn-bolton-andjohnyoo-anobsoletenucleartreatyevenbefore
russiacheateell 410304847
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noted that these weapons might be destdbilizing
Moreover, NATO has adjusted its conventional for
Rus’siactions in Ukr@idecumnecbos dinlgegto NATnges, w
strategic nuclear forces of the United States ar
allies ’sofa bNATIdy %o defend t hem.

The Relationship Bet ween Nonstrategic

Nonpirbération Policy

The George W Bush Administration stated that th
NPR, along with the research into the devel opmer
contribute to U.S. efhactl satro shemichd¢, praldi be o4
argued that, by creating a more credible threat
weapons, the U.S. policy would deter their acqui
of theeWtSnded deterrent to allies in Europe anc
acquiring their™ wn nuclear weapons.

Critics of thesBpohiAdmiqmiestiadmieadn whet her the Ut
nuclear weapons toedét®WMDthy ethatecdiidbavney mbey
claim that U. S conventional weapons can achieve
that the U.S. policy would actually spur prolife
own WMBci8S§pcally, they mnoted that U.S. plans angd
nucl ear weapons have  smiolniltya rcy nwteinltiitoyn.a 11 fs utpheer pwoc
nuclear weapons to maintain itstesedcS8tatgs tbenrrt
that other nations could not also benefit from t
nuclear weapons would serve their security inter
Admini $st rcartiitoincs, t hd gdnitteed Steawt @y mmi ght e f it
nuclear weapons to achieve™Thwl BudbhfAdmdnbattaded
countered this argument by mnoting that few natdic
nucl ear peryo gdroa nsso. elTiht her to address their own r1e
counter U.S. cofd®ventional superiority.

The Obama Administration, in the 2010 Nuclear Poc
between U.S. nuclear fweapodnsn polliiccyy .a ifd en Bmprho lAi

indicated that a policy where the United St

ates

nomuclear nations would discourage these nations

Lt . Gen. Robert Gard and Greg Terr yothe RuBilJkrandr ong Move: Ad

Co n f IDéfense,Ond-ebruary 9, 2015 ttp://www.defenseone.coidéas?01502Mrongmoveaddingnuclear
weapongussiaukraineconflict/104940/

158 North Atlantic Treaty OrganizatioNATO's Readiness Action Pldact Sheet, February 2015,
http://www.nato.inthato_static_fl2014¥ssetg@df/pdf_2015_ 0220150205 150FactsheeRAP-en.pdf

159 An Assessment of the Impact of Repeal of the Prohibition on Low Yield Warhead Development on the Ability of the
United States to Achieve onproliferation Objectivegointly submitted to the Congress by the Secretary of State,
Secretary of Defense, and Secretary of Energy, March 2004, p. 4.

160«The long term consequences of developing new nuclear weapons might well be to push Iran, Nearthritor
other states to work harder and faster in developing and manufacturing their owri Beked/illiam Arkin,“New
Nukes? No Way,Los Angeles Time#&wugust 17, 2003.

161 An Assessment of the Impact of Repeal of the Prohibition on Low Yield Waxeeldpment on the Ability of the
United States to Achieve its Nonproliferation Objectiyaistly submitted to the Congress by the Secretary of State,
Secretary of Defense, and Secretary of Energy, March 2004, p. 4.
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destructionds]nthetgecowld be attacked with nucle
nuclear weapons of their own. The Obama Admini st
the U.S. deewharnd oirty ipBRX @G sQGRRIWLt ISat mustc lteoar we apo
threaten or attack mnations who did not have nucl
nonprolifer atwioad doblli sgoauragse their acquisition
that did not yet have nucl elma avkdddd fBtso wtalud d a kn o v
targef they acquirkidke¢ hEmanAaddoNberh, Korea, who
pursuing nuwbehd keewdhhbtrmdeiifr tphheoeygyr acmsul d be
removed from the U.S. nuclear target 11st

The 2018& Nwosltaae RevitelwrteagpgilibbetUySstaxeednded nu
deterrence will continuper oloi fbeer &% NMacmryneeafrifsatlrotmset. so
have argued that, 1f allies wbiri¢t¢tingtofonhedd&nfS.i
arsenal, they may feel compellfedhtoabhcylatriconden
be evident in Japan and South Koreaar mesd t hey f ac
neighbors like ChimaenatndyNortsh Komeapolmticians
called for the return of U.S. nonstratesgic nucl e
devel opment of its own nucleas depebobment anda
t estinegarofwdldiphdns .view has not received the suppc«
South Korea, but it does demonstrate that S ome 1
analysts note, however, that exthensetdadegecramnct
weapons . For example, in recent years the Unitec
U.ROK (Republic of Korea) Extended Deterrence P«
Japan have pluarpaure dE xttheenrddendc.dDeDi al ogue t o discuss
regional securitycamfdi deonddeolisnt etrhe hd. .1 ldaemmi t me
Mor eover, t hoec clhnsiitoeB® |Slaydfelioember s in joint exer
South Kornesat rtaot edeintos ability to project power, i

Ar ms CoQwpttriooln s

Concerns about the disparity batwecamnetghe muwmbens
weaplbhmmse dominated discussiomsurabowmtddprcessssiimlge ar
nonstrategic Bmbheltdlmrn tweda Sdmst.es and Russia have

nonstrategic nuclear weapons to counter, or bala
other side. For NATO duriinn gmotrhee rCocledn tWayre aarnsd, ftohr
have served to counter perceived weaknesses and
result, there has been little 1interest, unt i1 r €
numbers of nornswera®toengsi.c nucl e a

Some who have expressed a concern about the nume
weaponr gue that tbhicso membmolraen ciempoauladait as t he Un

162 Department of Defensdluclear Postte ReviewWashington, DC, February 2, 2018, p. 70,
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDEF

BRobert Marquand, “Amid Crisis, Influent ChrigtanSoenceh Kor e an
Monitor, April 9, 2013. See, alsBRS Report R4495®Redeploying U.S. Nude Weapons to South Korea:
Background and Implications in Brigly Amy F. Woolf and Emma Chanleivery.

%J7ay Solomon, Julian E. Barnes,h WaliStteetddumaMarch20,2@13.1 e, “Nort h

165 For a discussion of the possibldipios of the concerns about this issue, see Hans M. KristeNserStrategic
Nuclear Weapond-ederation of American Scientists, Special Report No. 3, Washington, DC, May 20124dp. 40
http://www.fas.org/docsNon_Strategic_Nuclear_Weapons.pdf
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reduce their numbers of shatatNATO matwctilems WwWeaptoa
Rus’siborders may feel thrsanomsdrateigntci muddead
They asserst atdhvaatn tRaugses iian t he numbers of these we
reduction in U.Scostviactegtheferomasj oansuktdat Rus:
in the region, and that t sepodhduld, tohe recDOmoani
Ot hers, however, have quest fsonaebdi ltihtiys tloo g inct.i nil hde

posi bly attack, NATO nations on i1its priphery ma:

conventional forces’samdictlleaare fiossrtcemc e Baft Rthsissi a
whet her Russia had dozens or hurhddésdNs#TboOifl intuyc lteoa 1
resist Russian pressure and support vulnerable e
cohesion and overall military capabilities than
were deployed on Europemnm heteithByadMaméepegere i af
the aggregate number on nonst’satwegponnumbhygabewea
deployed at bases closer to its border with Chir
these weaponscehonoldn the balance at all
Increase Transparency

Many ahahygygitbhat the United States and Russia s hq
other with information about theitrhsenamberEi od. jnc
deployowdrpdawadi s mawmtf]l cthoste) Veapodsng t@ one sucl
crucial first step ... would be to ... agree on
monitor changes and™ aweime mtf oo fmailthoma migrhade t o
monitor’st lpda ogrlkers in complying with the PNIs; i
concerns that might come up about the status of
mi s us e The UniteddiStcautsesse da ntdr aRiusspsairae nhcayv eme a s ur e
in the past, in a separate forum ionf htehe early 16§
framework for a START III Treaty in the late 199
occasio,n.i nRuparitai cular, has seemed unwilling to
stockpile of nonstrategic nuclear weapons. S ome
that public discussions about t hei nnuEmbreorpse acnodu 11dc
increase pressure on the United States to withdr
After NATO completed its new Strategic Concept i
Review in 2012, many experts r1recogniszdd tUhaSt NAT
nonstrategic nuclear weapons in Europe unless Rt
recent yeans gusdmeéehagaNATO and Russia should foc
conf ibdeinlcdi ng measures as ial dvacggo dpe reatsico w,0 nleeefr mrs
to negotiate actual 1limits or reductions 1in nons
example, with discussions about which types of v
type of data ¢oweaphnngeSomethase suggested, in
nations could exchange information on the 1 ocat:i
these weapons, as a way to begin the process of
who stuptplhpirs approach argue that it would serve w
tbimits or reductions. Ot her s, however, believe
the United States and Russiya npaeyt nbeovgegre dn edgoowni aitne

6Catherine M. Kelleher and Scott L. Warren, AmsGonttok i ng to Ze
Today October 2009, p. 11.
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ctions. Moreover, Russian officials seem
hey are in reductions at this ti me.

Negotiate a Formal Treaty

e qu

Over the amalrys t ssommeve sufgestesdanldaRus healUnegeod
treaty to put limits’samédnse¢shtigticomucdracaawk aripa
central theme in the debate over the New START T
the Senate c¢ adlnii noins ttrhaet iOobna ntao Apur sue such negoti
noted often RRhaTr ¢ htey Nwawvs SfTiAat ah i Unit t ede Pt ands
would pursue limits on nonstrategic . Theslear wear
also a key theme 1ins tahpep Toaamlp tAd mti hd sffutaud @®@nof a
Administration officials arguing that New START
nonstrategic nucldtehnt wlhBpwmpeaedhd hgpyr nwde can agreen
that would Ilimit all the weapons ® hat can threat
The Biden Administration has also sSsupported ar ms
nonstrategic nuclear weapxnts.ndAfNteewr SaTARTe 1 Bgcwet
State Blinen stated t haptr otvhietd atedw db gsfitisal copnu ct omd d u s ¢
with the Russian Federation, 1in consultation wit
control that naudcdreeasrs’8dse aaplolnso.f it s

Negotiations on a treaty to limit nonstrategic r
very<conmafiGngen the large disparity in the numbe
nonstrategic nuclear Wea;pcblhsz,sealwéagiovusnpﬁlagf d inf f
Russian security strategy, it may be difficult t
numbers of weapons 1in an equitable way but also
the retention wmdatthetsltatweiampaonsed Aa’nuembueakl o€ilin
deployed nonstrategic weapons might appear equi't
Rus’si forces with 11itA lter eiantpya ctth aotn rlk.qSu.i rfeodr ceeasc.h
forces by an equal percentage would have a simil
Rus’sip@rt

Even if the United States and Russia could agrec
weapons, t hey may not pboen sa bwoeu Itdo faaglrle eu nodne rw htihceh
United States, it may be relativelyhsttamghtfory
could apply to the gravity bombs deployed in Eur
in the Uni tae,d hSotwvaetveesr., Rhuasss imany different types
including some that could be deployed on naval
aircraft, and some that would be deployed with
®'Kylie Atwood and Nadmiae Gamiagt pr “TMagmp nuCNNear deal wit
April 26, 2019 https://www.cnn.com/2019/04/25/politics/trurmpicleardeatrussiachinal/index.html

168 Antony J. Blinken, Secretary of Stat@n the Extension of the New START Treaty with the Russian Fedgtaton

Department of State, Press Statement, Washington, D.C., February 3nt3021/www.state.gov/cthe-extensiorof-
the-newstarttreatywith-the-russianfederation/

%Walter Pincus, “START Ha sa iPna sasndMishingBndPosDaemberi 28,2010, Ar ms Re m

11. See, also, PeterBakérS ma 1 1 er Ar ms Ne x tNew York TiheD8cemberi?s 20Ry 4 s i a , ”

170 A proposal of this type can be foundFranklin Miller, George Robertson, and Kori Schakermany Opens
Pandoraf Box Centre for European Reform, Briefing Note, Londeabruary 2010, p. 3.
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weapons might be deployed with units in western
east, and would deploy with troops in a possible
To address these problems, some anal ynsttrsolhave s u
treaty cover all —twaprelbse aods nduecpl lemagre gweaor dheekatdvsat g gi ¢
vehicles, warheadsadgepldgbdvewryhvebhrce¢liea] and no
held i d'Tshteo tOdbgena Admipmir ¢ terdd thiiasppnrsoi adcehr,e da ntd st u d i
the contours of a treaty that would limit strate
war ht?adds type of agreement would allow each si
mix of its forceswawht¥MWihe. tTha mlpi Aidtms nos tratadln :
considered this approach in its discussions wit!lk
While this type of comprehensive agreement may s
bet ween U. S aagdi Rueseschastnowettpahbhear that, once
beyond Il imits on just their deployed strategic
treaty in this way. Each side has intasy oswene kl itsot o
include these in a more comprehensive agreement
Foreign Minister, Sergei Lavrov, have stated tha
include |l imits on mmmbsgadwesadtefemseasr,r ytaantegrntci on
possibly weapons in space. Minister Lavrov state

it is impossible to discuss only one aspect of the problem at strategic parity and stability

negotiations held in the modern world. It is inspible to ignore such aspects as-non

nuclear strategic armaments, on which the United States is actively working, plans to

deploy armaments in space, which we oppose actively, the wish to build global missile

defense systems, and the imbalance of conuegitiarmaments. It is possible to hold

further negotiations only with due account of all these factor¥*
The United States has no interest in including t
it is mnot c¢l ewmaultah aath lgteheee otowno wshiidcehs i s sues and wh

systems tameixnc lrwodiendi mf arms control mnegotiation

Moreover, although President Medvedev agreed, 1ir
should pursue more armsiagniNewl STABRTct Ronsi afmey
interest in limits on nonstrategic nuclear weapc
weapons pose a safety and security problem, and
Russian milintaryomté¢braseguriand.

Prospects for Arms Control

Most aqudstsiteot hwhd&dnhe¢red St di&teol amadk eRuasmsy ap raagr e s
either |l imits or transparency measures related t
environmésmtmneRuwugsiom of Crimea, aggression again:

See, for example, Steven Pi ArensControlXddaypecembes2010S TART: Wha't

172« Ne w S T AR-Up Takksl Seem Addressing AlU,S. Rus s i an NGlobal Seaurity Newsmise,
February 13, 2012.

173«The only way to get a real handle on NSNF security, and the relationship of these weapons to strategic arms control
and the real military threats they pose (while maintaining somebdép) is the warhead control routeSee Joseph F.

Pilat, “Controlling Nonstrategic Nuclear Forces) Larson, Jeffrey A. and Kurt J. Klingenberger, edit@sntrolling
NonStrategic Nuclear Weapons: Obstacles and Opportunitieged States Air For; Institute for National Security

Studies, July 2001, p. 243.

Ne

«State Duma Passes New START Ra-Tassflancanyd4,2000. Bi 1 1 in Second

Congressional Research Service 43



Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons

INF Treaty have altered the security atmosphere
NATO nations for reductio@bamam Admiondifswteratagtdedinsn Ac
U.S. fefiffdmrther n eogno ttihaethitoanbsg kr et rhaci neendd , of t he Ad
buprogress requires a willing par®ner and a cond

The Trump Administration reitteuwrae eRle tihel w, pnooitnitn g
“progress in arms control is mnot an end in and o
and the participd®litone mphawsiiidhadigt barttmé&mrishe s e

conditions exist ’st ovdaoyl,a tiino nl iogfh tn uonfe rBuss iadr sms ¢ o
e ffofthsantgee borders andiavd rtimemn axmids teiasg em mr ik r

Neevrt hel ess, theth@l8oNPBusueggdsthegpdgossible futur
between the United States and RulssumchdWhear Wil s& 1
mi ssile, the NPR notes thatnotsmhtirsa tneigsisci lree gwoounladl
presfam@en assured ré&spomeslkstcapatbhd i UyS. commi t met
defense, but VYaonu HIdN Eaaltsyo cpornopvliidaen’s cesfpiomsieng oT Ra
vi ol ’AMoiroeno.ver , it seems to view t hnee gSoltCiMh taiso na: b a

If Russia returns to compliance with its arms control obligations, reduces igrategic

nuclear arsenal, and corrects its other destabilizing behaviors, the United States may

reconsider the pursuit of a SLCM. Indeed, U.S. pursuit of aMslt@ay provide the

necessary incentive for Russia to negotiate seriously a reduction ofistrategic nuclear

weapons, just as the prior Western deployment of intermediate nuclear forces in

Europe led to the 1987 INF Treaty. As then SecretaryodS ¢ Geor ge P. Shultz stat

the West did not deploy Pershing Il and cruise missiles, there would be no incentive for

the Soviets to negotiate seriously for nuclear weapons reductions.

his last sentence 1979 Dedibod,necwlkitale &NgAWOe d t he
the negotiation of the INF Treaty. In the late 1
int er medigaet dalbtkmdwr ani&Gtshet SShreatened to upset
Europe and raisedeguesnt ioofn sNAdlTWDoutAst heresult, 1in
adoptedt raa c"kd'uadle ci sion that sought to link the m
Europe with an effort to spur thé” Soviets to neg
n he f iUmnsitt etdr aSctka,t etsheand its NATO pamntngers agr

Pershing I ballistic mis srialnegse wWietrllsl ha mwngoirllele a(acRt duir re
new gtaeundhed cruisec on dNsATIOxe mke,r B dtt dhdh aSt at thees Un i
should attempt to negotiate | irmintge wiutch etalhe st i

The allies recognized that tHdé miowmiomi UesomnWvaes s

it faced a similartanfeecaysfemsm batleadmihihel Weygst er n
United States sought an agreement that- would 1 my
range ,mibwti lefster satvteoabl yadrsighifiegant change
security environment, both nlhaseodsi mtgamgaedd it ot @ ¢
ballistimisasnidl es uise

175 Rose Gottemoeller, Under Secretary for Arms Control and International SecugtyNucleaArms Control
Policy, U.S. Department of State, Remarks at the Brookings Institution, Washington, DC, December 18, 2014,
https://20092017.state.gov/t/us/2014/235395.htm

176 Department oDefense, Nuclear Posture Review, WastongD.C., February 2, 2018, 13,
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/1/2018NUCLEAR-POSTUREREVIEW-FINAL -
REPORT.PDF

177 For details on this decision and the negotiation of the INF TreatgR&Report R4383Russian Compliance with
the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Tye&ackground and Issues for Congresg Amy F. Woolf
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This agreement serves as an 1mper felhttdmoldel for
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#dcekci s i onne de nlviinsiitos o-#U.sS .mialtadi ftyesitasengse a t e
ssilesaf fThhiee MNPmRgw UhSinSECMhdowpggefoRussi aon
apons andtbeamatdhacartsehle Mingrlietecd nStiadteers t he SLCM p
Rredsmumans to compliance with 1 tsstraatmesgiccontr ol
clear arsenal, and corr’dmt sadidtist i otnh e rt hde slt9a7 Wi 1
cision soughtmitsos ideepsl oiyn nEeuw olp.eS. t o balance an
r AAp J.. S. of fer to forgo the SLCM in negotiatio:

t N\PRi nsistence that t his mi s sil &Eviest haerf iUtniictacld t o

Ad
we

astoewsght to limit the agreement to missiles dep
t i ntgh et hlhnti t e dea § imb yseedaaasmwehé d wsdapbeyemdssnl Asi a
cations c(ltohsee rI NtFo TR wsastiya € ddnodsddd yt by podeolpltdm
n theski milslsy,] ess) the United Stahttegs and Sov
iated the INF Treaty, the complexity of dis
e cmundesdcielsessi o at el h bamnise mis sThiess wofulad de s i
y be imhonW.iS.temdl iwdandhe nocoaddventsi admodlunSL ¢
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nsequently, even with the potentthelTropmmping f o
mima t§sit ome ported i-masadcdsagriame me btr olaidmi ting all
apend its effort t'vo Adumkear farseralont Rutsba ae xt

START, the Trump Administration wasnsiniatblan t o
ar ms contr ol agreement .
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