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Abstract 

The current security architecture builds upon that established to reduce the risk of war between 

the Warsaw Pact and NATO during the Cold War.  It built on NATO force structure and doctrine 

as well as agreements between the United States and the Soviet Union—and their allies—to 

control the spread of nuclear weapons and missile technology, limit and reduce the deployment 

of strategic nuclear weapons, eliminate classes of delivery vehicles, consolidate control over 

tactical nuclear devices, and to codify the deployment of conventional weaponry.   These arms 

control, disarmament, and non-proliferation agreements, formal and informal, have created an 

interlocking network of expectations regulating inter-state relations.  They reduce the 

probability, that offensive military action will yield disproportionately beneficial outcomes.  The 

current architecture of agreements was designed to reduce the probability of Soviet-led 

aggression and became a means of stabilizing Russian control of its military capability in the 

post-Cold War era.  Russian weakness, however, has strained these arrangements and NATO 

should re-orient them toward constraining the ability of states on the periphery of the Euro-

Atlantic region to threaten the security of NATO members.  Denmark could influence Alliance 

policy in this direction in NATO’s newly established Arms Control, Disarmament, and Non-

Proliferation Committee (the ACDC). 
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Introduction 

At the Chicago Summit in May 2012, NATO political leaders agreed to the NATO Deterrence 

and Defence Posture Review (DDPR).  The DDPR provides the framework within which the 

Alliance will consider the military forces and strategies required to deter and defend the territory 

and populations of its members against the full range of threats extant in the international 

security environment.  Alliance leaders identified four pillars of this framework: (1) nuclear 

weapons, (2) conventional weapons, (3) missile defenses, and (4) arms control, disarmament, 

and non-proliferation agreements. 

The role that nuclear weapons, conventional weapons, and missile defenses play in protecting the 

territory and populations of NATO countries may be obvious.  But what about arms control, 

disarmament, and non-proliferation?  NATO has had an active policy toward arms control, 

disarmament, and non-proliferation since the 1967 Harmel Report.
1
  They have therefore 

complemented the Alliance’s efforts to deter and defend against adversaries.  How have they 

done so?  What agreements and regimes affect the security of NATO members?  Are these 

permanent?  Do they cover all aspects of Alliance military capability?  Do they cover all aspects 

of the military capability of the respective entities that are the object of the Alliance’s deterrence 

and defense posture? Where is tension likely to arise in the future between the security of NATO 

nations and these arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation agreements and regimes? 

This report addresses these questions at the request of the Danish Ministry of Defence.
2
  It does 

so by defining arms control as the regulation of the types, qualities, quantities, and deployment 

of armaments; disarmament as the reduction and elimination of classes of armaments; and non-

proliferation as the regulation and prohibition of the transfer of armaments and their underlying 

technology.  Arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation agreements, formal and informal, 

have created an interlocking network of expectations regulating inter-state relations.  This is 

particularly so for the Alliance members.  This architecture of agreements conditions how the 

Alliance will consider the capabilities and strategies required to implement the DDPR—and how 

implementing the DDPR will affect this architecture. 
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How This Report Was Produced 

In addition to following the procedures laid out in the CMS project manual, which include 

internal and external peer review, the analyses underlying the report were organized in the 

following way.
3
  The author of this report was formerly employed by the United States 

Department of the Air Force, served as a consultant to United States Strategic Command and 

Joint Forces Command on issues related to nuclear strategy and arms control, and has co-

authored several studies on the topic.
4
  In addition to drawing on his expertise, numerous 

scholarly and policy studies have been consulted.  Interviews and exchanges with serving United 

States Air Force officers and civil servants contributed to the background research.  Furthermore, 

the Centre for Military Studies of the Department of Political Science at the University of 

Copenhagen hosted a seminar on Arms Control in a NATO Perspective on 29 October 2012.  

The purpose of the seminar was to elicit expert testimony from acknowledged external experts in 

the field.  Dr. Karl-Heinz Kamp, the Director of Research at the NATO Defence College, 

addressed the purpose, expectations, outcome, and implications of NATO’s May 2012 

Deterrence and Defence Posture Review (DDPR) for NATO’s subsequent strategic posture.  Dr. 

Damon Coletta of the United States Air Force Academy addressed the substantive debate over 

the role of tactical nuclear forces in the Alliance that was resolved in the DDPR but will likely be 

revisited in the future.  Subsequent discussion between these external experts and the seminar 

participants, including faculty members from the Centre for Military Studies, the Centre for War 

Studies of the University of Southern Denmark, officers serving at the Defence Command 

Denmark, and civil servants from the Danish Ministry of Defence, served to illuminate many 

points of interest for the parties involved and contributed substantively to this report. 

Overview 

This report is organized in the following manner.  The first section delineates the context within 

which arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation issues are being addressed by the 

Atlantic Alliance.  Its purpose is to make clear to the reader that these three forms of armaments 

regulation are not considered to be ends in themselves by NATO; rather, they are deemed to be 

means to the end of international security for Alliance members.  The second section defines and 

compares these concepts so as to clarify for the reader that arms control, disarmament, and non-
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proliferation are not synonymous and their effects on the security of Alliance members may be 

contradictory as well as complementary. 

The third section discusses the development, purposes, and coverage of various aspects of the 

arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation architecture affecting the security of the NATO 

member states and that provide the context for the DDPR.  First, I describe the development of 

the regime designed to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the interstate system, the 

capstone of which is the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT).  Then I discuss the 

development of the regime designed to limit the transfer and supply of unmanned missiles and 

aircraft as well as their underlying technologies in the interstate system.  This Missile 

Technology Control Regime (MTCR) complements the nuclear non-proliferation regime and 

was driven by many of the same concerns and dynamics that fortified—yet also undermined—

the control of those technologies.  I then discuss the strategic nuclear arms control regime 

between the United States and the Soviet Union and its successor states.  These arms control 

treaties and agreements were the centerpiece of American–Soviet détente in the latter half of the 

Cold War
5
 and most clearly demonstrate the logic of arms control and the relationship between 

strategic offence and strategic defense.  Next, I address the elimination of intermediate-range 

nuclear weapons and the reduction of short-range nuclear weapons.  Short-range nuclear 

weapons constitute a topic of intense Alliance discussion.  Finally, I analyze the evolution of 

conventional arms control in Europe with the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE), as 

well as its predecessor and potential successor agreements. 

The fourth section discusses NATO’s Deterrence and Defence Posture Review of May 2012.  

With it, the Atlantic Alliance has accepted that it will utilize nuclear weapons, conventional 

weapons, ballistic missile defenses, arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation agreements 

to achieve security for its member states.  This document resolved a long-standing source of 

dispute between key NATO allies: those who view short-range American nuclear weapons based 

on European soil as contributing to the security of the Alliance and those who see them as legacy 

systems that should be eliminated.  It represents a consensus that was reached with remarkable 

speed.  Still, this consensus may unravel as many NATO allies—including Denmark—face 

procurement decisions that will either support or undermine it.  
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The final chapter presents the conclusions of the analysis.  It summarizes the argument and 

provides insights for Danish policy makers.  These insights are the following: 

1. Arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation represent three distinct types of arms 

regulation; pursuit of one may compliment or undermine the pursuit of the goals of the 

others. 

2. NATO’s military posture and strategy is embedded in a multi-layered and integrated arms 

control architecture wherein decisions with regard to nuclear weapons, conventional weapons, 

missile defense, arms control agreements, disarmament agreements, and non-proliferation 

interact with one another. 

3. Demark, like other NATO members, will face procurement decisions that could affect NATO 

strategy and the arms control architecture of the Euro-Atlantic region.  In particular, its 

procurement of tactical fighter aircraft will allow it to opt in, opt out, or remain uncommitted 

to bearing some of the burden and responsibility of participating in NATO’s nuclear strategy. 

4. The arms control architecture that constrains many aspects of the Euro–Atlantic security 

environment is under pressure from changes in the balance of power within and rising powers 

on its periphery.  Russian weakness and the acquisition of weapons systems by the People’s 

Republic of China, North Korea, India, Pakistan, Iran, and others that had heretofore been the 

province of the United States, the Soviet Union or Russia, and the European great powers 

(Great Britain, France, and Germany) are undermining many of the assumptions upon which 

this arms control architecture has been erected.  These developments will likely drive changes 

in this architecture, including the extension, modification, and perhaps abandonment of some 

of these agreements.  

5. Denmark could assume a leadership position in NATO’s newly established Arms Control, 

Disarmament, and Non-Proliferation Committee (the ACDC), encouraging the Allies to look 

beyond the issue of how to negotiate reductions in short- and medium-range American and 

Russian nuclear weapons based in Europe, focusing instead on how Russia can be 

accommodated, either within or beyond the current arms control architecture, while 

addressing threats from the periphery that are more relevant to the Alliance. 
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Arms Control and Disarmament in a NATO Context 

The NATO Context 

It has been over twenty years since the end of the Cold War.  The security agenda of NATO and 

its members has shifted considerably since 1990.  The dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty 

Organization and the Soviet Union itself reduced the primary threat to the security of NATO’s 

European members.  The Alliance seized the opportunity to change its orientation and expand its 

purposes.  It accommodated the reunification of Germany and further expanded its membership 

eastward to encompass all non-Soviet members of the Warsaw Pact and the three Baltic states 

that had been incorporated into the Soviet Union.  It now provides a collective security 

architecture spanning most of Europe, with its processes and agreements promoting 

transparency, coordination, and cooperation for 28 member states.  The Alliance also provides 

these countries with a platform for expeditionary operations to deal with security threats 

emanating from beyond the North Atlantic area.   

The current security architecture builds upon that established to reduce the risk of war between 

the Warsaw Pact and NATO during the Cold War.  Much of this architecture was erected around 

NATO force structure and doctrine, as the Alliance attempted to deter Soviet and Warsaw Pact 

aggression.  This entailed devising strategies threatening to impose costs beyond the benefits that 

would be derived from conquest of western Europe through strategic nuclear retaliation by the 

United States, increasing the conventional capabilities of NATO forces to deny the benefits of 

such an offensive, supplementing them with short- and intermediate-range nuclear capabilities, 

or some combination of these. 

But this security architecture was not one-sided.  Soviet and Warsaw Pact policies provided unity 

in the Eastern bloc that stabilized the European security situation.
6
  Soviet discipline over its 

allies reduced the risk of minor disputes erupting and escalating as they had in the past.  

Furthermore, Warsaw Pact military planning provided a coordinated system of action with which 

NATO’s planning processes could interact.  Overall, this simplified the ability to erect a structure 

of expectations, norms, agreements, and policies that could reduce the danger of members of 

either side initiating armed hostilities.
7
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The threat of war was also reduced through cooperative arrangements with the Soviet Union and 

Warsaw Pact.  As “NATO’s Comprehensive, Strategic-Level Policy for Preventing the 

Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) and Defending against Chemical, 

Biological, Radiological and Nuclear (CBRN) Threats,” reminds us, “[a]n active policy of arms 

control, disarmament and non-proliferation has been an inseparable element of NATO’s 

contribution to security and stability since the Harmel Report of 1967.”
8
 Agreements between the 

United States and the Soviet Union—and their allies—to control the spread of nuclear weapons 

and missile technology, limit and reduce the deployment of strategic nuclear weapons, eliminate 

classes of delivery vehicles, consolidate control over tactical nuclear devices, and to codify the 

deployment of conventional weaponry were pursued and achieved with this objective in mind.  

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), 

the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT), the Antiballistic Missile Treaty (ABM), the 

Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF), the first and second Strategic Nuclear 

Reductions Treaties (START), the Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNIs), and the Conventional 

Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE) all enhanced the strategic stability between the superpower blocs, 

reduced the horizontal and vertical proliferation of destabilizing technologies, increased the 

transparency of military forces and force dispositions, and increased the response time available 

to national decision makers in the event of a crisis.  These achievements permitted the peaceful 

end of the Cold War and provide the context for further addressing the security relationship 

between NATO nations and Russia.  As Michael Mandelbaum has argued, “the post Cold War 

settlement now in place in Europe is a triumph of arms control.”
9
 

Although no longer occupying the center of the European security agenda, the scope and reach of 

this architecture has increased since the end of the Cold War.  The remaining two states that 

possessed nuclear weapons prior to 1967 have joined the NPT, the United States and Russia 

reduced their nuclear arsenals by 75 percent under the Strategic Offensive Arms Treaty (SORT) 

and the New START Treaty, nuclear weapons on the territory of former Soviet Republics have 

been transferred to Russia, and the CFE Treaty has been adapted to account for the dissolution of 

the Warsaw Pact and the expansion of NATO. 

The threat of direct conflict between NATO nations and Russia is remote—in part because of 

this substantial arms control architecture.  Maintaining it in the face of further changes in the 
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international environment will occupy a significant portion of the European security agenda.  

The Alliance has recently undertaken a Deterrence and Defence Posture Review (DDPR) that 

defines the broad outlines of how it will approach this architecture. 

The DDPR argues that “Arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation play an important role 

in the achievement of the Alliance’s security objectives.”
10

  It therefore established arms control, 

disarmament, and non-proliferation as ways to achieve security rather than ends in themselves.  It 

argued that “when successful, they have contributed to more secure, stable and predictable 

international relations at lower levels of military forces and armaments, through effective and 

verifiable arms control agreements, and in the case of disarmament, through the elimination or 

prohibition of whole categories of armaments.”
11

  Yet it laments that arms control, disarmament, 

and non-proliferation “have not yet fully achieved their objectives and the world continues to 

face proliferation crises, force concentration problems, and lack of transparency.”
12

   

To address those issues within the arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation framework, 

NATO established the Arms Control, Disarmament, and Non-Proliferation Committee (the 

ACDC) on 8 February 2013.
13

  Its primary task is to develop “transparency and confidence-

building ideas with the Russian Federation in the NATO-Russia Council, with the goal of 

developing detailed proposals on and increasing mutual understanding of NATO’s and Russia’s 

non-strategic nuclear force postures in Europe.”
14

  Its mandate could also include other arms 

control, disarmament, and non-proliferation issues should the Allies agree.  It ought to consider 

what arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation have done for the security of the Alliance 

and what they could do in the future. 

To set up that argument, the next section discusses the logic of arms control, disarmament, and 

non-proliferation and their role in national and international security so as to lay the conceptual 

framework for the following chapter that details the evolution and primary terms of these 

agreements, provides an update on their status, and discusses the prospects for the future. 

The Logic and Role of Arms Control, Disarmament, and Non-Proliferation 

A fundamental purpose of states is to protect their citizens from the predations of others, 

especially other states.  This has been understood to mean their “physical survival, political 

survival, [and] survival of a standard of living.”
15

  States can pursue their security in a number of 
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ways, including reaching formal or informal agreements with others to regulate their relations.  

One key area where this has been attempted is in the control and limitation of military armament. 

Arms control is often confused with disarmament, and both are confounded with non-

proliferation.  The three approaches to regulating armaments differ significantly in purpose.  

Arms control presumes that states will always have clashing and common interests and that 

agreements to regulate aspects of their military forces can reduce the probability that the parties 

will see the resort to arms as advantageous in settling any dispute.
16

  In particular, arms control 

seeks to reduce dispositions, technologies, and tactics that increase the perception, as well as the 

probability, that offensive military action, in particular pre-emptive offensive action, will yield 

disproportionately beneficial outcomes.  In general, arms control increases national and 

international security by reducing the probability of war.  With strategic stability as its objective, 

“it could be an open question whether we ought to be negotiating with our enemies for more 

arms, less arms, different kinds of arms, or arrangements superimposed on existing 

armaments.”
17

  These “arrangements” could include increasing the transparency of the forces and 

activities of all parties through the passive or active exchange of information, remote or on-site 

monitoring, or regular or short-notice inspections.  They could also include the control of 

technologies and practices that provide an advantage to initiating conflict and/or that reduce the 

time available for decision makers to act and react in crisis situations. 

Disarmament, on the other hand, aims at achieving security by reducing the ability of the parties 

to inflict damage upon one another.  As the NATO website makes clear, “Disarmament, often 

inaccurately used as a synonym for arms control, refers to the act of eliminating or abolishing 

weapons (particularly offensive arms) either unilaterally (in the hope that one’s example will be 

followed) or reciprocally.”
18

  Its utopian variant designates efforts at arms regulation that seek to 

ultimately eliminate, “under controlled conditions, all weapons of war regarded by the 

contracting parties as capable of being used for other than internal security purposes.”
19

  Its 

“rationale … is that armaments have been the major cause of international instability and 

conflict, and only through reductions in the weaponry of all nations can the world achieve 

peace.”
20

  Less utopian variants of disarmament focus on limiting potential collateral damage 

when states do engage in war.  This type of disarmament seeks to eliminate categories of 

weapons deemed too indiscriminant, destructive, or uncontrollable to be used or maintained by 
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modern, civilized militaries such as nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons, cluster 

munitions, and anti-personnel landmines.   

Finally, non-proliferation represents an effort to regulate the distribution of military capabilities 

and their underlying technology by limiting them to those who already possess them.  According 

to NATO, “non-proliferation refers to all efforts to prevent proliferation from occurring, or 

should it occur, to reverse it by any other means than the use of military force.”
21

  Its purpose is 

to “show potential proliferators the futility of pursing WMD as a viable threat against the 

Alliance by raising their expected costs while diminishing their expected gains.”
22

  As such, it 

can be seen as pre-emptive disarmament.  Non-proliferation also reduces the probability of a 

great power war in Eurasia arising through catalytic processes. 

These three ways of regulating armaments are not ends in and of themselves—they are merely 

means to be employed to achieve national and international security.  They do so by reducing the 

probability that the parties will resort to arms to settle their differences and/or reduce the damage 

that they can do if they do resort to arms.  The arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation 

agreements discussed here apply these purposes to different sets of actors.  Almost all states 

participate in the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT).  Thirty-four states formally adhere to 

the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and numerous others adhere to it informally.  

Almost all European states, including Russia and other former Soviet republics, are signatories to 

the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty.  The United States, Russia, and a handful of 

other countries have undertaken obligations under the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty 

(INF).  Finally, only the United States and the nuclear-armed successor states to the Soviet 

Union (Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan) are covered in the cases of SALT, ABM, 

START, START II, SORT, New START, and the PNIs.  The next chapter will consider each in 

turn. 
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Arms Control Agreements that Affect NATO 

There are many aspects to the arms control and disarmament architecture that constrain the 

potential forces and activities of the states in the Euro-Atlantic region.  All of these formal and 

informal agreements were conceived of in the Cold War to address certain issues that threatened 

to undermine the stability of the relations between the NATO countries and those of the Warsaw 

Pact—in particular, the United States and the Soviet Union.  Many of these developments were 

actually spawned by the uncoordinated search for security and influence undertaken by these 

states—only after the dangers in these policies were realized were they subjected to efforts to 

dampen their effect.   

Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) 

Nuclear weapons were originally the monopoly of the United States.  Developed in cooperation 

with the British and Canadians during the Second World War, atomic weapons proved to be 

extremely effective.  In the aftermath of the war, the Allies agreed to prevent the spread of the 

technology through secrecy and control of the world’s supply of uranium.
23

  Even within this 

tripartite alliance, the United States succeeded in controlling access to information, technology, 

and materials.  Prohibitions were given the force of law by the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, 

which was passed in ignorance of the wartime agreements made between the Allies.
24

  This 

spurred the British and Canadians to begin their own independent atomic energy programs. 

When the Soviet Union acquired the technology—and nuclear weapons—the Anglo–American 

approach to nuclear non-proliferation took two tracks: the controlled transfer of weapons and 

safeguarded sharing of technology.  In the former, the United States attempted to off-set Soviet 

conventional superiority by integrating small, “tactical” nuclear weapons into European military 

forces under a “dual-key” arrangement.
25

  Nuclear-capable delivery systems, such as artillery and 

fighter-bombers, were deployed by Allied militaries.  In the event of a conflict, the president of 

the United States could delegate authority to release these weapons to the American Supreme 

Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), who could then authorize releasing U.S.-controlled 

nuclear weapons to Allied commanders for use by their national forces.
26

  Such nuclear sharing 

required the revision of the Atomic Energy Act in 1954.
27

  Further revision in 1958 permitted the 

United States to transfer delivery systems, as well as permit cooperation in research and 

development, to Allies such as Britain that had already made “substantial progress in the 
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development of nuclear weapons.”
28

  This policy directly augmented NATO’s nuclear capability.  

These policies were extended further by the promotion of the NATO “Multilateral Force” (MLF) 

that would have established a naval fleet of 25 vessels of various NATO members carrying 

Polaris A-3 nuclear missiles, manned by personnel from all of the Allied nations, and under the 

control of the Alliance.
29

  Thus, the first approach to the proliferation of nuclear weapons was to 

promote it throughout the Alliance in the name of Western security. 

The second approach was to use the potential transfer of nuclear knowledge as a means of 

wooing states away from the Soviet orbit.  Eisenhower proposed “Atoms for Peace,” whereby 

states pledging to use nuclear technology for peaceful, civilian purposes and accept inspections 

by an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) would receive technical assistance and 

nuclear material.  In so doing, he was responding to two sets of pressures: the first was a desire 

on the part of the scientific establishment to share knowledge and enjoy the promise of 

harnessing the atom for electric power and economic development.
30

  The second was that the 

Soviet Union—as well as other states, such as France, that had their own deposits of uranium and 

had managed to master some aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle—were willing to share and trade 

their knowledge without safeguards for political influence and commercial profit.
31

  Eisenhower 

moved to use the American lead in this technology to limit such uncontrolled transfers between 

other states.  “The fact that the United States was the only supplier of enriched uranium for these 

reactors give [sic] it an invaluable commercial as well as political advantage, and enabled it to 

require that reactors be used only for peaceful purposes, and be inspected first by Americans and 

then by the IAEA.”
32

  This policy accepted that the spread of knowledge and nuclear technology 

was inevitable and pragmatically attempted to control its use. 

Strategic thought about nuclear deterrence, the importance of maintaining unity of command in 

the event of a conflict in Europe, and the 1962 Cuban missile crisis brought new urgency to 

efforts to establish strategic stability through arms control.
33

  One key aspect was simplifying the 

problem of catalytic nuclear war by minimizing the number of states possessing nuclear 

weapons.  The leadership of the United States and Soviet Union recognized this common interest 

and quickly negotiated the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, which banned atmospheric nuclear 

testing and thereby increased the capital investment necessary to test nuclear devices.
34

  They 

then built upon the liberal institutional approach of the Atoms for Peace policy and negotiated 



12 
 

the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1968.  The NPT distinguished between the five 

states that had developed nuclear weapons prior to 1 January 1967 and the rest of the world.  

Three of the five nuclear weapons states acceded to the Treaty and pledged to not assist any 

country’s development of nuclear explosive devices.
 35

   Nonnuclear weapons states pledged to 

not use nuclear technology to develop explosive devices in exchange for “the right to participate 

in the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials, and scientific and technical information 

for the peaceful use of atomic energy.”
36

 

The treaty entered into force in March 1970 when 40 states in addition to the United States, 

Soviet Union, and United Kingdom deposited their ratification.  In the interim, 146 additional 

states have acceded to the NPT and Taiwan abides by it (but cannot accede to it because it is not 

recognized as a sovereign state) for a total of 190.  Three states have never been party to the 

NPT—Israel, India, and Pakistan—and each is known or suspected to possess nuclear 

weapons.
37

  North Korea acceded to the treaty in 1985 and withdrew in 2003—the only state to 

do so.  Despite these four states that possess nuclear weapons and are outside of the NPT, the 

regime is generally judged to be quite successful given expectations regarding the incentives and 

opportunities for proliferation.
38

  Still, dealing with states that are party to the treaty, receiving 

the benefits of nuclear cooperation, and yet suspected of either not adhering to their obligations 

or preparing to withdraw from the treaty so as to legally exercise their sovereign right to acquire 

any weapons they choose, pose significant challenges to the international community.  The map 

in Figure 1 indicates the global coverage of the NPT regime. 
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Figure 1: Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty Members
39

 

 

 

The NPT is closer to being an arms control regime than a disarmament treaty.  It is designed to 

reduce the probability of war by containing the horizontal proliferation of destabilizing 

technologies and increasing the transparency associated with such technology.  By limiting the 

availability of nuclear weapons technology, the NPT reduces the number of states that can resort 

to nuclear armaments in a time of war, thereby lowering the potential number of nuclear conflicts 

in the interstate system.  It also reduces the potential seriousness of regional conflicts, thereby 

suppressing the need and likelihood of armed superpower, great power, or international 

intervention to keep such conflicts from spiraling out of control—including the possibility that 

they could bring the other nuclear weapons states in direct conflict with one another to protect 

their allies, friends, and interests.  The near-universal membership in the NPT regime enhances 

its legitimacy and therefore the likelihood of compliance among parties and nonparties alike.   

On the other hand, the NPT is moving toward becoming a disarmament regime.  The stand-off 

with Iran offers a case in point.  The UN Security Council has repeatedly demanded that Iran 

cease all uranium enrichment activity, which is otherwise allowed under the terms of the NPT, 

and has imposed sanctions to compel Iranian compliance.
40

  Scholars, analysts, and some policy 
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makers have proposed that non-nuclear weapons states refrain from establishing a national 

capability to enrich and reprocess nuclear fuel and rely instead upon members of the Nuclear 

Suppliers Group, including Denmark, to provide those materials and services as needed and 

under a strict accounting regime.
41

  The International Atomic Energy Agency established a 

nuclear fuel bank in 2010 “to dissuade recipients from pursuing their own uranium-enrichment 

programs.”
42

 Furthermore, some have argued that non-nuclear weapons states that have already 

established such a capability place it under stricter international safeguards and that any new 

facilities should have multinational ownership.
43

  Such an evolution is logical given the tensions 

inherent in the original structure and purposes of the regime. 

Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) 

The control of missile technology has taken a similar path, with the United States and Soviet 

Union first spreading such weapons and technology to secure their allies and cement 

relationships before attempting to constrain such developments as the technology spread and the 

risks inherent in regional conflicts increased.  The mastery of rocket science was originally the 

province of the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union.  The United States transferred 

missiles to NATO and other allies to increase their conventional military capabilities in the face 

of the larger conventional militaries of the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact, the People’s Republic 

of China, and North Korea.  It also transferred technology and knowledge to these and other 

allies so that they could develop their own indigenous capabilities.  In turn, the Soviet Union also 

transferred missiles to allies, albeit to those outside of Europe, such as Algeria and Egypt, in an 

attempt to bring these states into its orbit.
44

   

Regional acquisition and development of indigenous ballistic missile capabilities, particularly in 

the Middle East in the late 1960s and early 1970s, proved troublesome to the ability of the 

superpowers to contain the conflicts in this region.  Further developments in South Korea, India, 

Iraq, and Libya led the United States in 1982 to begin talks with its G-7 partners (Canada, 

France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and Great Britain) to contain the proliferation of missiles and 

missile technology.
45

  Policy guidance for the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) was 

released in April 1987.  The G-7 countries agreed to “restrict their export of missiles and related 

technologies capable of carrying a 500-kilogram payload at least 300 kilometers or delivering 

any type of weapon of mass destruction.”
46

  These states developed a list of technologies subject 
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to the controls, including ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, space launch vehicles, sounding 

rockets, unmanned aerial vehicles, remotely piloted vehicles, drones, any system capable of 

delivering weapons of mass destruction (nuclear, biological, and chemical), and their underlying 

technologies.
47

 

The informal and voluntary regime expanded quickly among Western nations, including most 

EU members (including Denmark).
48

  Other key missile technology exporting countries were 

brought into the regime piecemeal, including South Africa, Brazil, Australia, New Zealand, 

South Korea, Turkey, and Ukraine.  The Soviet Union was initially supportive of the regime yet 

reluctant to join.  Russia joined the MTCR in 1995 as it integrated itself into Western institutions 

such as the G-7.  The adherents now number 34.
49

  Key states capable of exporting missile 

technology that remain outside of the regime yet have pledged to adhere to its strictures include 

Israel, China, India, Kazakhstan, Romania, and the Slovak Republic.  Furthermore, Hong Kong, 

Singapore, Taiwan, and the United Arab Emirates have adopted export controls that encompass 

the MTCR list of prohibited technologies.  The People’s Republic of China has adopted this 

approach and is currently in discussions with MTCR members about joining the regime despite 

its history of supplying such technologies to many states and having sanctions imposed by the 

United States for recent MTCR violations.
50

  The map in Figure 2 illustrates the MCTR Regime 

membership. 

Figure 2: Members of the Missile Technology Control Regime
51
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There are mechanisms in place to enforce the regime’s strictures even though the MTCR is 

informal and the decision to export technology resides with the member states.  “U.S. law 

mandates that Washington sanction entities—individuals, companies, or governments (whether 

they are MTCR members or not)—exporting MTCR-controlled items to certain countries 

identified as proliferators or potential threats to U.S. security.”
52

  Beyond American sanctions, 

UN Security Council Resolution 1540 of 2004 deemed  

the proliferation of delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction (WMD) a “threat to 

international peace and security” warranting mandatory action; required all UN Member 

States to have controls on proliferation of delivery systems; and implicitly endorsed the 

MTCR Annex as a component of national control lists.
53

 

The MTCR is thus a nonproliferation regime that compliments the NPT to reduce the probability 

of war and its potential destructiveness by denying destabilizing technology to states that have 

not yet acquired it.  It increases transparency among the supplier nations, providing standards for 

the synchronization and cooperative application of nonproliferation policies, as well as a forum 

for consultation and the informal enforcement of the regime’s norms. 

Strategic Nuclear Arms Control (SALT, ABM, START, START II, SORT, and 
New START) 
 

Although the United States and Soviet Union came to be troubled by the prospect that more 

states would develop nuclear weapons, the central strategic dilemma that they faced was 

precluding a war between themselves and their allies while still pursuing their conflicting 

interests.
54

  The imbalance of conventional forces on the European continent, the American 

nuclear monopoly, and the distance of the United States from its European allies defined the 

possible scenarios for such a war.
55

  The Western answer was extended nuclear deterrence, 

whereby the United States would alter Soviet incentives for undertaking aggression against 

Western European states by threatening nuclear retaliation.
56

 

This Western strategy was challenged by the Soviet acquisition of nuclear weapons and the 

subsequent attack by Soviet protégé North Korea against South Korea.  This demonstrated that 

war was possible when each superpower possessed the ability to retaliate in kind with nuclear 

weapons
57

 and provided incentives for preventive or pre-emptive war.
58

  Removing these 
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incentives became a core task of Western strategists, who realized that such an outcome required 

cooperation between the superpowers, whether implicit or explicit.  In the absence of explicit 

cooperation, the most expedient means of achieving strategic stability was encouraging each 

state to undertake measures to ensure the survivability of their strategic nuclear forces—

measures clearly in their self-interest.  Achieving strategic stability between the United States 

and Soviet Union, whereby neither would escalate a crisis solely due to the reciprocal fear of a 

disarming surprise attack, became the primary objective of strategic nuclear arms control.
59

 

ABM & SALT 

Ensuring the survivability of nuclear arsenals required limiting technologies that would allow the 

United States or Soviet Union the ability to strike at the other’s arsenals effectively and 

technologies that would defend against subsequent retaliation.  The Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talks Interim Agreement (SALT) partially dealt with the former, while the Anti-Ballistic Missile 

Treaty (ABM) dealt with the latter.   

SALT limited the number of nuclear launch vehicles that could be deployed by each side
60

 and 

some characteristics of delivery vehicles, such as their maximum effective payload (throw 

weight).
61

  These limited the potential to launch a disarming first strike through sheer weight of 

numbers, but it did not limit other destabilizing technologies, including MIRVs (multiple, 

independently-targetable re-entry vehicles) or weapons delivered by manned bomber aircraft.  

SALT also provided for a confidence-building inspection regime through national technical 

means (i.e., satellite imagery).  

The ABM Treaty guaranteed that this offense-dominant regime of mutual retaliation would not 

be undermined by defensive weapons.  The ABM Treaty was a companion to SALT.  As such, it 

was signed only by the United States and the Soviet Union: no NATO or Warsaw Pact states 

possessed ballistic missile defense capabilities and therefore were not obligated to sign or abide 

by the treaty.  It limited the number of anti-missile missiles that each state could deploy to 200 

and the type of sites that these systems could protect: ICBM silo fields and the national capital.  

This would help ensure a survivable retaliatory force and the ability of national leaders to decide 

to launch a retaliatory strike in the event of war. 
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SALT to START 

Subsequent agreements (the Vladivostok Accords and SALT II) further limited the arsenals of 

each side, although neither was ratified.  Reductions began in 1991 with the signing of the 

Strategic Arms Reductions Treaty (START).  START limited each side to 1,600 delivery 

vehicles and 6,000 re-entry vehicles (warheads)—roughly 5,000 fewer than they possessed.  The 

agreement required the destruction of “excess” delivery vehicles, established counting rules for 

them, launch vehicles, and re-entry vehicles, required intrusive on-site verification, and the 

exchange of data to ensure compliance and to build confidence.  With the dissolution of the 

Soviet Union, the constituent republics that had nuclear forces on their territory—Russia, 

Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan—were brought into the START regime and all but Russia 

were effectively denuclearized. 

 

START increased strategic stability by increasing transparency and containing the effective 

increase in the number of states possessing nuclear weapons.  The reciprocal cuts in strategic 

nuclear forces reduced the chance that the United States would obtain an inadvertent ability to 

disarm Russia in a surprise attack during a period in which superpower parity dissipated.
62

  It set 

the stage for further reductions in numbers as well as in destabilizing technologies. 

The START II treaty of January 1993 was the first between the United States and Russia.  It 

required further reductions in strategic nuclear forces, with a flexible limit of 3,000–3,500 

warheads.  It banned the deployment of MIRVs on land-based ICBMs, which reduced the ability 

of either side to successfully launch a disarming strike while within the treaty’s limits, and 

required the destruction of “excess” delivery vehicles.  While START II was ratified by the 

parliaments of each and its limitations were considered to be binding for the next decade, it did 

not legally enter into force. 

ABM Withdrawal 

The United States and Russia signed memoranda of understanding (MOUs) that differentiated 

national missile defenses from regional or theater missile defenses in 1997.
63

  The George W. 

Bush administration entered office intent on pursuing national missile defense and withdraw 

from the ABM treaty.  It attempted to negotiate a mutual withdrawal from the treaty with Russia 

but was rebuffed.
64

  The United States withdrew from the ABM Treaty in June 2002 and also 
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from the logic of mutual vulnerability as the basis for strategic stability in the relationship with 

Russia.  In response, Russia announced that it would no longer be bound by its pledge to abide 

by the START II Treaty limits of MIRVs, potentially undermining strategic stability even 

further.
65

  Although the American withdrawal was announced in December 2001, Russia 

nonetheless agreed to further strategic nuclear arms reductions in April 2002. 

SORT to New START 

The 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) pledged the United States and Russia 

to reduce their deployed strategic nuclear warheads to 1,700–2,200.  SORT did not specify 

ceilings for different types of launch vehicles or delivery vehicles.  Nor did SORT codify 

counting or accountability rules for the warheads permitted.  The United States publicly 

announced that it would count warheads deployed operationally, but not those in storage, in 

reserve, or on weapons that were undergoing maintenance.  Russia made no such unilateral 

declarations with regard to the forces that it considered accountable under the treaty.  SORT 

relied on START’s verification regime to monitor compliance. 

This verification regime expired in December 2009.  It was replaced when the New START 

treaty between the United States and Russia entered into force in February 2011.  New START 

limited each country to 800 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (ICBMs, SLBMs, and bomber 

aircraft), whether deployed or not, with a ceiling of 700 deployed.  It also limited the number of 

deployed warheads to 1,550.  It adopts most of START’s verification regime, including on-site 

inspections, data exchanges, notifications of changes to the arms or their facilities, and national 

technical means. 

These treaties and agreements that have constrained the strategic nuclear weapons of the United 

States and the Soviet Union/Russia have been central to establishing strategic stability in their 

bilateral relations.  They have ensured that an offensive-dominant relationship has existed 

whereby neither side could have confidence in their ability to pre-emptively disarm the other.  

Such assured retaliatory capabilities served to dampen the potential for conflicts to escalate to 

where force would be used directly against the other.  The limitations on ballistic missile 

defenses under the ABM Treaty ensured that this offense-dominant relationship would continue.  

The possibility that ballistic missile defenses could improve and be deployed in such numbers as 
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to endanger this offense-dominant situation remains remote, despite the stated fears of Russian 

and other officials.
66

  These arms control agreements also enhanced stability through 

constraining technological developments that could have endangered the ability of one or the 

other side to retaliate effectively.  They also provided substantial transparency and means of 

building confidence between Cold War rivals—so much so that these institutions served as 

models for building confidence and pursuing cooperation in other realms. 

Theater Nuclear Forces 

The central strategic dilemma of Western security throughout the Cold War was deterring 

potential Soviet aggression without provoking it.  Given the imbalance of conventional forces on 

continental Europe in the early postwar period, the United States and its Allies relied upon 

nuclear weapons to remedy this situation asymmetrically: in the event of a Soviet invasion of its 

Allies, the United States would retaliate with its nuclear weapons.
67

  Yet North Korean 

aggression in June 1950 demonstrated that deterrence extended across vast distances might not 

be effective.  Therefore, the United States moved to increase its and its Allies’ conventional 

military forces and to supplement them with nuclear weapons deployed in Europe, a tactic that 

appeared to have been effective in containing Soviet responses during the Berlin Airlift.
68

 

Throughout the 1950s, the United States stationed thousands of nuclear weapons with short-to-

medium-range delivery systems in Europe.
69

  They were to bolster Allied capability in the event 

of a Soviet invasion, to reassure Allies of American commitment to their defense, to spread and 

share the risks of nuclear war within the Alliance, and to provide rungs in a ladder of escalatory 

steps that would allow NATO the ability to control the pace and scope of any conflict.
70

  The 

Alliance established institutional mechanisms for sharing responsibility and authority over these 

weapons, such as the Nuclear Planning Group and “dual key” arrangements.
71

  Figure 3 

illustrates where and when the United States and Russia have undertaken commitments to use 

nuclear weapons on behalf of allies. 
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Figure 3: American and Russian Nuclear Umbrellas
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INF 

Soviet improvements to their conventional military capabilities and deployment of their own 

short-to-medium-range nuclear weapons in the 1970s led NATO to increase the visibility of its 

theater nuclear capabilities.
73

  These forces provided NATO with the capability to conduct deep 

strikes against Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces in the event of war
74

 as well as additional rungs on 

the escalatory ladder that would delay the requirement for the United States to use its strategic 

nuclear forces.
75

  The “Dual Track” decision to deploy additional American weapons while 

pursuing negotiations with the Soviet Union led to the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces 

Treaty.
76

 

The Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty of 1987 was a signal achievement—the first 

(and only) nuclear disarmament agreement reached.  It was the first to eliminate an entire class 

of weapon.  The Treaty removed 470 Soviet and 429 American intermediate–range missiles from 

Europe.
77

  More important, it permitted five types of inspections carried out by 600 inspectors, 

monitors, and air-crew from each side, thereby providing a precedent and an institution for 

further confidence-building measures.
78

  Indeed, all other European possessors of intermediate-

range missiles agreed to comply with the INF Treaty and dismantle or destroy them, including 
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Belarus, Kazakhstan, Ukraine, Germany, Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic, and Bulgaria.
79

   

Beyond that, its inspection regime provided the basis for what was later adopted in the START 

Treaty of 1991, thereby demonstrating how such confidence-building measures could reduce the 

mistrust between the superpowers. 

Presidential Nuclear Initiatives 

The reduction of mistrust was a key factor in the Presidential Nuclear Initiatives in 1991.  As the 

Warsaw Pact disintegrated and unrest spread across the Soviet Union, the United States became 

concerned about the ability of the Kremlin to account for and maintain control over its vast 

nuclear arsenal, particularly the smaller, transportable weapons in the European theater.  This 

was especially true given the August 1991 coup against Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev, 

when it was unclear who controlled the Soviet weapons.
80

  The matter was considered too urgent 

to pursue a formal treaty with mutual and balanced reductions that would necessarily involve 

NATO allies and domestic legislatures.
81

  The United States decided to unilaterally remove and 

destroy all short-range ground-launched nuclear weapons based in Europe, remove short-range 

nuclear weapons from land-based naval aircraft, surface ships, and submarines, delay or cancel 

modernization plans for many short-range nuclear weapons, and to reduce NATO airborne 

nuclear weapons from 1,400 to 700.   

While these initiatives were unconditionally unilateral, “the PNIs were designed as an offer 

Gorbachev would find difficult to refuse,” and Bush offered specific suggestions for Soviet 

reciprocation.
82

  The Soviet Union reciprocated with its own unilateral measures, including 

withdrawing and destroying land-based short-range nuclear munitions and placing short-range 

naval nuclear forces in centralized storage facilities.  After the breakup of the Soviet Union, 

these were followed by Russian measures to halve the number of deployed airborne short-range 

nuclear weapons, halve its nuclear ground-to-air missile warheads, and to eliminate 1/3 of its 

sea-based short-range nuclear weapons.
83

  These measures helped to reassure the international 

community that the Russian government was a responsible steward of its nuclear weapons and 

that it could maintain control over them. 
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Since these agreements, however, American and NATO conventional forces have become much 

more capable and oriented toward expeditionary—offensive—operations.  Conversely, Russian 

conventional military forces have deteriorated significantly and Russia has lost its Warsaw Pact 

alliance partners.
84

  To counteract this deterioration, Russia has chosen to rely upon its remaining 

tactical nuclear weapons.  In many ways, Russian leaders believe that they face a situation 

similar to that of NATO in the 1950s—confronting “the policy of a number of leading foreign 

countries aimed at achieving overwhelming superiority in the military field.”
85

  Indeed, while 

“the Russian leadership sees its security very much as a function of the ability to neutralize an 

ever-present threat posed by the West,”
86

 it is also an Asian power, bordering the People’s 

Republic of China, which is further along in its military modernization plans than Russia.
87

  With 

a GDP equal to that of France, Russia requires a great equalizer and, like NATO (and France) of 

the past, finds solace in its theater nuclear weapons. 

Conventional Forces Europe 

Fear of Invasion and Free Riders 

Nuclear weapons dominated the security and arms control agenda of the Cold War because they 

were a solution to the central security problem in Europe: an imbalance of conventional military 

capability between potential foes.  All else equal, when such an imbalance favors offensive 

operations, particularly the ability to quickly seize and hold territory, the likelihood that disputes 

will escalate to armed conflict rises.
88

  During the Cold War, NATO countries believed that the 

conventional military balance favored the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies.  Efforts to 

match those forces were undertaken, but the defense spending of most NATO states was 

inadequate relative to the task, and the consensual nature of the NATO alliance limited its ability 

to overcome the collective action problem.
89

 

As American global commitments drained resources in areas outside of Europe in the 1960s, 

“supporters of NATO argued in the name of burden-sharing that if Europe did not do more, [the 

United States] should do less.”
90

  Many European members of NATO “were clearly counting on 

the deus ex machina of mutual force reductions with the Warsaw Pact” to resolve this dilemma.
91

  

NATO proposed negotiations with the Warsaw Pact nations in what came to be known as the 

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) Talks.  These served to forestall reductions in 

American commitments to European security and as a sop to European governments that wanted 
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to pursue arms control in lieu of increased defense expenditures.
92

  This salved some intra-

Alliance disputes but, as Kissinger kindly put it,  

An alliance whose only means of preserving its strength was to offer to negotiate force 

reductions (with an enemy aware of enormous pressures in the direction of unilateral 

reductions) was not in its most creative phase, especially when its basic force structure 

was inadequate.
93

 

MBFR to CFE 

Unsurprisingly, MBFR talks did not progress until the end of the Cold War.
94

  As the Soviet 

Union faced its own “enormous pressures in the direction of unilateral reductions,” it seized 

upon the talks to legitimate these actions and pursue them within a mutual structure that also 

bound NATO countries.
95

  Renamed the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Talks, all 

of the NATO and Warsaw Treaty Organization countries signed a treaty in November 1990.  

Figure 4 shows the European states that are signatories to the CFE Treaty. 

Figure 4: Geographic Coverage of the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty
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The CFE Treaty limited NATO and the Warsaw Pact to 20,000 tanks, 30,000 armored combat 

vehicles (ACVs), 20,000 heavy artillery pieces, 6,800 combat aircraft, and 2,000 attack 

helicopters within a concentric circle of geographic regions so as to establish parity.
97

  “The 



25 
 

effect [was] to force large cuts in east European and especially Soviet forces, while leaving 

NATO’s inventory relatively unconstrained.”
98

  In addition, the Treaty contained extensive 

monitoring and verification measures, including regular exchanges of data regarding the 

disposition of forces covered by the treaty, an unlimited number of inspections of the equipment 

subject to treaty limits, “an annual quota of inspections of its declared sites [and] a limited 

number of challenge inspections of undeclared sites … though the inspected party has the right 

to refuse access in some cases.”
99

  

The CFE treaty directly addressed the underlying security dilemma of the Cold War—the 

imbalance of conventional forces on the continent.  By doing so, it decreased the likelihood that 

either side, but particularly the Soviet Union (or its successor states), could launch a blitzkrieg-

style conventional operation to seize NATO territory.  This enhanced the stability of the 

relationship and increased the transparency between the numerous European states involved. 

From CFE to ACFE 

Yet CFE’s premise of two rival blocs collapsed even as the ink on the treaty dried.  The 

dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and the accession of its non-Russian members into NATO forced 

the adaptation of the treaty.
100

  A revised agreement was signed in 1999 that replaced the parity 

of the blocs and the zonal limitations on deployment with equipment ceilings for each signatory 

as well as limits on what other nations can deploy to their territory—with exceptions for 

exercises and temporary deployments.
101

   

These changes did adapt the treaty to many of the realities of the post-Cold War era, but not all.  

Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine ratified the treaty regardless and Russia undertook 

additional political—but not legal—obligations to withdraw CFE accountable equipment from 

Moldova and Georgia.
102

  NATO states conditioned their ratification of the adapted CFE Treaty 

on those withdrawals, but Russia did not meet those obligations.  NATO then provided Russia an 

excuse for intransigence on these commitments by admitting the Baltic states and Slovenia into 

NATO, allowing these states to host NATO forces but remain outside of the CFE Treaty.  They 

would be parties to the adapted CFE Treaty were it to be ratified by all parties, however. 

Citing the decade-long delay in ratification of the adapted CFE Treaty, the lack of Baltic state 

inclusion, and the potential introduction of ballistic missile defense into NATO Europe, Russia 
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unilaterally “suspended” its participation in December 2007 by refraining from the required 

exchange of data, notification of force movements, and cooperation with requested and required 

inspections.
103

  Despite efforts to negotiate a resolution after the “reset” of American–Russian 

relations, the United States announced in November 2011 that it would suspend CFE Treaty-

related obligations toward Russia.  The United States “will not accept Russian inspections of our 

bases under the CFE [Treaty], and we will also not provide Russia with the annual notifications 

and military data called for in the treaty.”
104

  The United States would “continue to implement 

the Treaty and carry out all obligations with all States Parties other than Russia,” and promised 

to reciprocate full compliance if Russia reciprocated.
105

  NATO countries followed suit.
106

  At 

present, the CFE framework functions as a restraint and an additional transparency measure 

amongst NATO and Partnership for Peace countries that are party to its terms;
107

  whether Russia 

will be brought back into the fold is an open question.
108
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Arms Control as Part of the Deterrence and Defense 
Posture Review 

A Legacy Under Pressure from Within 

As the previous chapter detailed, the United States and its NATO allies engaged with the Soviet 

Union and its allies to construct a complex, multilayered architecture of unilateral and 

multilateral security policies during the Cold War and thereafter.  This architecture began with 

the unilateral and alliance-based support for increasing military capability in the name of 

security.  The security dilemma that these policies exacerbated came to be recognized and the 

superpowers and their allies negotiated and coordinated measures to reduce the probability of 

conflict between them.  These measures were designed to increase the stability of their relations 

by ensuring that neither side could launch a disarming nuclear strike or a blitzkrieg-style 

conventional attack by limiting some highly effective technologies, increasing the transparency 

of their military forces and force dispositions, increasing the response time available to national 

decision makers in the event of a crisis, and reducing the horizontal and vertical proliferation of 

destabilizing technologies to actors whose parochial conflicts could spread to include the 

superpowers. 

This architecture helped maintain peace and stability “from the Atlantic to the Urals” as the 

Warsaw Pact disintegrated and the Soviet Union dissolved into its constituent republics.  It 

provided the basis for allowing NATO to reorient itself into an alliance that undertakes 

expeditionary operations “out of area” without unnecessary worry that Russian weakness might 

cause it to lash out as might have happened in the past.  Yet NATO must recognize that this 

architecture requires maintenance, that it must withstand the strain of Russian weakness, and 

sustain new pressures emanating from states on the periphery of the Euro-Atlantic region. 

This security architecture faces significant strain, in part because the problem that it was 

designed to solve—Soviet-Warsaw Pact aggression—has largely disappeared.  Today, Russian 

weakness—in absolute terms but especially relative to an expanded NATO—is the problem.  For 

the Cold War architecture to be as effective as it has been in maintaining confidence in the 

strategic stability of this dyadic relationship would require NATO nations to reduce and 

constrain their capabilities significantly.  It is unrealistic to expect that NATO nations should peg 

their collective defense spending to that of Russia, whose defense budget amounts to 6.9 percent 
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of that of the Alliance.
109

  This is particularly the case since NATO has evolved to undertake 

crisis management and cooperative security as core tasks alongside collective defense.
110

  Yet the 

Russian position on many aspects of the arms control-security architecture in Europe—CFE, 

theater nuclear weapons, and ballistic missile defenses in particular—are predicated on just such 

an equivalency.  Until Russian leaders can “conceive of their security in terms other than those 

of an adversarial relationship with the United States and NATO … where both sides are locked 

into the Cold War relationship of mutually assured destruction at the global and regional level,” 

tensions on this architecture will continue.
111

  

Such a shift in perception will likely require generational change in Russia’s leadership.  Until 

such a time, NATO policy makers will have to bear the burden of maintaining this architecture 

where appropriate and adapting it to new circumstances—including discarding portions of it 

when they become counterproductive.  In this regard, it will be important to bear in mind that 

arms control is not an end in itself; nor is the maintenance of these regimes.  Rather, they are 

means to increase the national security of NATO members and stabilize the international 

environment within which NATO exists.  

NATO’s Response: The Deterrence and Defense Posture Review 

It appears as though NATO has responded to these pressures appropriately: it has opted to bring 

its house in order and lay a holistic groundwork for maintaining the security of its members 

within this architecture despite Russia’s weakness.  At the May 2012 NATO Summit, the 

Alliance released its Deterrence and Defence Posture Review (DDPR).  This document sets the 

framework for the Alliance’s approach to this arms control architecture and the security 

challenges it is meant to address.  The DDPR affirmed that “NATO will ensure that it maintains 

the full range of capabilities necessary to deter and defend against any threat to the safety and 

security of our populations, wherever it should arise.”
112

  It reaffirmed the Alliance’s long-

standing position that “nuclear weapons are a core component of NATO’s overall capabilities for 

deterrence and defence alongside conventional and missile defence forces.”
113

  It also 

acknowledged that “Arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation play an important role in 

the achievement of the Alliance’s security objectives.”
114

  As such, the DDPR is a rather 

unremarkable document, well-grounded in the theories of deterrence that guided NATO policies 

throughout the Cold War.   
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On the other hand, it is a rather remarkable document.  NATO had difficulty achieving 

consensus on these issues during the Cold War when the security threat posed by the Soviet 

Union was fairly clear.  The more benign security environment of the post-Cold War era allowed 

the Alliance to defer addressing these differences of opinion.  Yet NATO’s expansion eastward 

brought in Alliance members that did not entirely share a benign view of Russian intentions or 

capability.  These members have consistently conceived of the Alliance in terms of its original 

purpose: territorial security.  They have warily viewed the reduction in Alliance conventional 

capability, its recent orientation toward expeditionary operations, and the agreement reached in 

the 1997 Founding Act with Russia to not store American nuclear weapons on the territory of 

new members.
115

  On the other side, members such as Germany, the Netherlands, and Belgium 

had long been wary of NATO’s concepts for using nuclear weapons—especially the nonstrategic 

nuclear weapons reportedly housed on their territory that would be delivered by their own dual-

capable tactical fighter-bomber aircraft.
116

  They perceived the Obama administration’s policy to 

reduce reliance on nuclear weapons, as expressed in his speech in Prague in April 2009
117

 and in 

the Nuclear Posture Review of 2010,
118

 as an opportunity to press for the removal of American 

nuclear weapons from their soil.
119

  Thus, a potentially divisive debate was to be joined and 

could have resulted in calamity, consensus, or continued avoidance. 

But with the DDPR, “NATO now has a consensus on the role of nuclear weapons in the twenty-

first century.”
120

  It reaffirmed that NATO is a nuclear alliance.  This effectively accepts the 

reality posited by President Obama that the goal of nuclear abolition “will not be reached 

quickly―perhaps not in my lifetime”
121

 and diffused the momentum for removing American 

nuclear weapons from Allied territory.
122

  The DDPR also echoed Obama’s caveat that “[a]s long 

as these weapons exist, the United States will maintain a safe, secure and effective arsenal to 

deter any adversary, and guarantee that defense to our allies.”
123

   

Furthermore, paragraph 11 of the DDPR states that  

While seeking to create the conditions and considering options for further reductions of 

non-strategic nuclear weapons assigned to NATO, Allies concerned will ensure that all 

components of NATO’s nuclear deterrent remain safe, secure, and effective for as long as 

NATO remains a nuclear alliance.   
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This effectively pledged all 28 Alliance members to modernize their nuclear weapons and/or 

delivery capabilities.  For the United States, this means the modernization of the B-61 gravity 

bombs deployed in Europe.  For European member states that are members of the Nuclear 

Planning Group (i.e., all but France), they have in effect agreed to maintain or recapitalize their 

capabilities that support this posture, including their dual-capable aircraft.  This is a very 

important implication of the DDPR.  There are several NATO members that possess fighter-

bomber aircraft capable of delivering nuclear ordinance, including Italy and Turkey, as well as 

Germany, the Netherlands, and Belgium—who pushed for the removal of weapons from their 

territory.
124

  These aircraft are nearing the end of their useful service life and will have to be 

replaced.  This decision would provide these member states the opportunity to withdraw from the 

nuclear mission and request that the United States concomitantly withdraw its nuclear weapons 

from their territory—as occurred with Greece in 2001.
125

  But commitments implied by the 

DDPR suggest that these states will purchase dual-capable aircraft when the time comes or face 

the embarrassment of reversing themselves.
126

  As Kamp argues, the DDPR has created “a reality 

from which no NATO government can quickly distance itself.”
127

 

In addition, the DDPR states that “Allies agree that the NAC [North Atlantic Council] will task 

the appropriate committees to develop concepts for how to ensure the broadest possible 

participation of Allies concerned in their nuclear sharing arrangements.”
128

  The DDPR notes 

that “Allies concerned in their nuclear sharing arrangements” means all members of the Nuclear 

Planning Group, which includes all Allies but France.
129

  This could mean that NATO may 

reconsider the pledge to not base nuclear weapons on the territory of new Alliance members.  It 

could also mean that future adaptations of NATO’s nuclear deterrent posture to encourage more 

nonnuclear allies to accept some operational responsibility for the nuclear mission may involve 

them in a pooling and sharing arrangement.  Such “Smart Deterrent” moves would surely roil the 

Alliance, as indicated by many participants in the 29 October 2012 seminar hosted by the Centre 

for Military Studies. 

This point is particularly important for Denmark.  Denmark currently possesses 48 F-16 A/B 

aircraft that have been upgraded to the MLU (Mid-Life Update) standard.
130

  These planes were 

purchased in conjunction with those of Norway, Belgium, and the Netherlands—the latter two 

who use their F-16s in a dual-capable role.
131

  Such aircraft are technically capable of carrying 
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the U.S. B-61 nuclear gravity bomb.  Such missions also require extensive training,
132

 however, 

and, to our knowledge, Danish pilots have not participated in such training.  Nor have they 

participated with other nonnuclear NATO countries in exercises of nuclear mission-related 

procedures through the Support of Nuclear Operations by Conventional Air Tactics 

(SNOWCAT) program.
133

  The F-35 has been designated as the dual-capable successor to the F-

16.  Therefore, it should be noted that Denmark will face a decision akin to Germany, Belgium, 

and the Netherlands as it considers how to recapitalize its tactical aircraft fleet: should it 

purchase a dual-capable aircraft, refrain from purchasing it, or maintain the current effective 

policy of purchasing a version that could be utilized as a dual-capable aircraft if its pilots were 

appropriately trained? 

Finally, the DDPR formalized the consensus that “Missile defence will become an integral part 

of the Alliance’s overall defence posture.”
134

  Indeed,  

In Lisbon, Allies agreed on a missile defence capability that provides full coverage and 

protection for all NATO European populations, territory and forces, against the threat 

posed by the proliferation of ballistic missiles, based on the principles of the indivisibility 

of Allied security and NATO solidarity, equitable sharing of risks and burdens, as well as 

reasonable challenge, taking into account the level of threat, affordability, and technical 

feasibility, and in accordance with the latest common threat assessments agreed by the 

Alliance.
135

   

“The equitable sharing of risks and burdens” suggests that participation could expand beyond the 

commitments of Turkey, Romania, Poland, Spain, and the Netherlands to host components of the 

system.
136

 

In this vein, it is important to note that the ABM Treaty is defunct.  When the United States 

withdrew from the treaty in 2002, its remaining signatory was Russia.  Russian concerns with 

regard to ballistic missile defense in Europe are not based upon legal commitments.  Rather, they 

are prudential concerns that such defenses could become capable of intercepting Russian ICBMs 

early in their boost phase.  As Russian Deputy Prime Minister Dmitry Rogozin explained,  

There are no guarantees that after the first, second, and third phases are completed, there 

will be no fourth, fifth, and sixth.  Do you really think that they will halt all their 
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technologies after 2020?  That’s nonsense!  They will go ahead with developing and 

boosting the technical parameters of their interceptor missiles and performance 

capabilities of their warning systems.
137

   

Russian President Dmitry Medvedev noted that Russia sought a guarantee “on paper in the form 

of clear legal obligations” that the missile defense system would not be capable of intercepting 

Russian ICBMs.
138

   

The Russian position is entirely consistent with the logic of arms control in that it seeks to 

constrain potentially destabilizing technological developments so as to preserve the offense-

dominant relationship of strategic stability between the United States and Russia, particularly as 

the number of weapons in their arsenals declines under New START and beyond.  It is entirely 

consistent with the arms control architecture that Russia, the United States, and the other Euro-

Atlantic countries have erected over the past 50 years.  On the other hand, it is not necessarily 

consistent with the security of NATO countries.  As advanced missile and nuclear technology 

spreads to states outside of the Euro-Atlantic area, such as Iran, the Alliance will have to follow 

Russia’s path and weigh the costs and benefits of adapting or abandoning aspects of this 

architecture.  

A Legacy Under Pressure From Without 

In fact, failing to adapt this dyadic approach to international security in a more dynamic 

environment will have other costs to the security of NATO—and Russia as well.  For even as 

NATO determines the relationship between nuclear weapons, conventional weapons, ballistic 

missile defense, and the extant arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation architecture, 

pressures from outside of the Euro-Atlantic region will figure more prominently.  As such, the 

degree of success enjoyed by the NPT and MTCR will directly affect the desirability of 

maintaining this institutional structure.  Indeed, as the discussion of ballistic missile defense 

makes clear, these concerns are already straining this architecture. 

Ballistic missile technology has proliferated to countries other than those in Europe.  Currently, 

China, India, and Pakistan have ballistic missiles with ranges between 3,000 and 5,500 

kilometers.
139

  Other nations, such as North Korea, Iran, and Israel, are acquiring intermediate-

range ballistic missiles.  It can be argued that these states ought to be brought into the INF 
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regime or the treaty ought to be scrapped so that its parties would not be at a disadvantage.  

Recent actions by Russia and the United States indicate that the latter might eventually be 

considered.  “Russia has raised the possibility of withdrawing from the INF Treaty.  Moscow 

contends that the treaty unfairly prevents it from possessing weapons that its neighbors, such as 

China, are developing and fielding.”
140

  Indeed, some American force planning is proceeding as 

if the INF Treaty is not a constraint.  The U.S. Navy is considering an “an intermediate-range 

ballistic missile, possibly featuring a front end that could maneuver into its target in the final 

stage of flight” that would be carried on modified Virginia-class submarines as part of the 

Prompt Global Strike program.
141

  If the MTCR and NPT regimes cannot be strengthened and 

proliferators brought to heel, the arms control architecture valued by many NATO leaders could 

unravel. 

Likewise, the spread of nuclear technology and nuclear weaponry may limit the desirability of 

further American and Russian reductions in strategic nuclear arms.  Although the Obama 

Administration has moved to reduce American reliance on nuclear weapons
142

 and there is 

significant discussion amongst experts in the United States that a finite deterrence posture is 

possible,
143

 deep cuts will bring American and Russian arsenals close to Chinese, French, and 

British numbers—as well as those of India, Pakistan, and Israel.
144

 

As unfriendly governments in states bordering the Euro-Atlantic area acquire missile and nuclear 

capabilities that used to be the province of great powers and superpowers, pressure on NATO 

countries and Russia to improve their ability to undertake offensive operations, defend against 

such threats through ballistic missile defenses, and perhaps deter them through threats to retaliate 

with nuclear weapons will only grow.  Reactions to these external developments will 

demonstrate the geographic and strategic limits of the arms control and security architecture that 

has secured the peace in Europe for the past generation.  A key challenge facing NATO and 

Russia will be to creatively adapt this valuable architecture so as to address many of these new 

problems while recognizing that the strain that is placed on this legacy is well worth bearing, 

even now that the shoe is on the other foot. 
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Conclusions 

It is perhaps a cliché to say that NATO has turned a corner in its long evolution from a collective 

defense organization designed to keep the Americans in, the Russians out, and the Germans 

down.  The Alliance has indeed transformed itself into an organization that is equally capable of 

collective defense, crisis management, and cooperative security beyond the territory of its 

member states.  Yet the ability of the Alliance to pursue more than collective defense rests upon 

a security architecture erected during the Cold War, one that channeled unilateral and bloc 

efforts to ensure security into coordinated and even cooperative efforts to stabilize the 

relationship between adversaries.   

The security problem during the Cold War was the possibility that the Soviet Union might 

undertake a preventive or pre-emptive campaign against the strategic nuclear capability of the 

United States and its nuclear allies or that it might launch a blitzkrieg-style land offensive to 

seize territory in Western Europe.  It has been argued that the Soviets had similar concerns.
145

  

The United States and its allies and the Soviet Union and its allies pursued policies to secure 

themselves that they eventually came to perceive as increasing the probability of war between 

them.  The solution to that problem was erecting a series of interlocking arms control agreements 

that reduced the ability of either side to launch a successful, pre-emptive surprise attack by 

limiting the deployment of destabilizing technologies, capping the number of forces available, 

and increasing transparency and communication between adversaries.  Thus the first take-away 

from this analysis is: 

Take-away #1 

NATO’s military posture and strategy is embedded in a multi-layered and integrated arms 

control architecture where decisions with regard to nuclear weapons, conventional 

weapons, missile defense, arms control agreements, and disarmament interact with one 

another. 

 

This arms control architecture is composed of a series of interlocking and layered agreements 

that were cobbled together in piecemeal fashion, that are not comprehensive in either approach 
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or coverage, nor do they necessarily complement one another directly.  These regimes, 

agreements, and treaties, their primary concerns, and their parties are indicated in Table 1. 

Table 1: The Euro-Atlantic Arms Control Architecture 

Regime, Agreement, or 

Treaty 
Focus Rationale Parties 

Nuclear Nonproliferation 

Treaty 

- Containing proliferation 

of nuclear weapons to 

states other than 

possessors as of January 

1967 

- Facilitates transfer of 

nuclear technology in 

exchange for pledge to 

non-nuclear weapons 

status 

- Reduce number of states 

possessing weapons whose 

use would likely require 

superpower intervention, 

thereby increasing the 

chances of war between 

them 

All UN member states 

save Israel, Pakistan, 

India, and North Korea 

Missile Technology 

Control Regime 

- Containing proliferation 

of ballistic missiles and 

associated technologies 

- Reduce number of states 

possessing weapons whose 

use would likely require 

superpower intervention, 

thereby increasing the 

chances of war between 

them 

Argentina, Australia, 

Austria, Belgium, Brazil, 

Bulgaria, Canada, the 

Czech Republic, Denmark, 

Finland, France, Germany, 

Greece, Hungary, Iceland, 

Ireland, Italy, Japan, 

Luxembourg, the 

Netherlands, New 

Zealand, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Russia, South 

Africa, South Korea, 

Spain, Sweden, 

Switzerland, Turkey, 

Ukraine, the United 

Kingdom, and the United 

States 

SALT, START, START 

II, SORT, New START 

- Limit and reduce long-

range nuclear delivery 

systems (ICBMs, SLBMs, 

bombers) and warheads 

 

- Ensure the ability of both 

parties to retaliate even 

after absorbing a first 

strike by limiting ways in 

which a counterforce 

capability can be obtained 

(numbers, technology) 

United States, Soviet 

Union (Russia, Belarus, 

Ukraine, Kazakhstan) 
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Anti-Ballistic Missile 

Treaty 

- Limit national ballistic 

missile defense capability 

- Ensure the ability of both 

parties to retaliate even 

after absorbing a first 

strike by limiting ability of 

defenses to reduce 

effective retaliation 

United States (withdrew 

2002), Soviet Union 

(Russia) 

Intermediate-range nuclear 

Forces Treaty 

- Eliminated class of 

ballistic missiles  

- Confidence-building 

disarmament measure 

United States, Soviet 

Union (Russia), Belarus, 

Kazakhstan, Ukraine, 

Germany, Hungary, 

Poland, Czech Republic, 

Slovakia, and Bulgaria  

Presidential Nuclear 

Initiatives 

- Reciprocated withdrawal 

of variety of short-range 

nuclear weapons from 

European theater 

- Reduce potential for loss 

of control over numerous 

and portable nuclear 

devices in time of political 

instability 

- Confidence-building 

measure 

United States, Soviet 

Union (Russia) 

Conventional Forces in 

Europe Treaty 

- Reduce categories of 

conventional weapons 

- Constrain geographic 

deployment of 

conventional forces on 

territory of host states 

- Reduce capability for 

rapid offensive land 

operations 

- Build confidence through 

transparency 

 

Armenia, Azerbaijan, 

Belarus, Belgium, 

Bulgaria, Canada, Czech 

Republic, Denmark, 

France, Georgia, 

Germany, Greece, 

Hungary, Iceland, Italy, 

Kazakhstan, Luxembourg, 

Moldova, the Netherlands, 

Norway, Poland, Portugal, 

Romania, Russia, 

Slovakia, Spain, Turkey, 

Ukraine, the United 

Kingdom, and the United 

States 

 

As can be seen, the parties to these agreements are not the same.  Different subsets of actors have 

undertaken different types of obligations within this architecture.  This can pose some difficulties 

for reconciling and harmonizing approaches toward these agreements.  Beyond that, this security 

architecture blends the objectives of arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation.  These 

concepts imply different ways of achieving security through the regulation of armaments.  Arms 

control seeks to manage the types, numbers, and capabilities of weapons systems so as to limit 

the incentives for resorting to arms.  Disarmament seeks to reduce the numbers and types of 

weapons available to the relevant parties beyond those necessary for domestic security under 

controlled conditions.  And non-proliferation seeks to prevent countries from acquiring certain 
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classes of weaponry and/or the underlying technology.  Thus, the second take-away from this 

analysis is: 

Take-away #2 

Arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation regulate armaments in different ways 

and the pursuit of one may undermine as well as compliment the pursuit of the others. 

 

This architecture served the Alliance well and made a peaceful conclusion to the Cold War 

possible together with NATO’s reorientation toward crisis management and cooperative security 

beyond its borders.  This success allowed the Alliance to manage the strains on the architecture 

emanating from within the Euro-Atlantic region for two decades.  Yet this security architecture 

faces significant pressure in part because the problem that it was designed to solve—Soviet-

Warsaw Pact aggression—has largely disappeared.  Relative Russian weakness and NATO’s 

reorientation toward security concerns outside of its original area of concern are stressing these 

regimes.  

NATO began responding to these pressures with its Deterrence and Defence Posture Review of 

May 2012.  With it, the Atlantic Alliance has accepted that it is and will remain a nuclear 

alliance in the twenty-first century.  It therefore resolved a long-standing area of dispute between 

key NATO allies―whether short-range nuclear weapons retain a key role in Alliance strategy—

for the time being.  Indeed, the DDPR appears to go farther, committing Alliance member states 

to modernize their contributions to the nuclear mission, in particular dual-capable aircraft, and to 

further share responsibility for nuclear deterrence by increasing the reach of NATO’s pooling 

and sharing.  This is perhaps a bridge too far and it is possible that the implications of the DDPR 

have not yet become clear to the governments that signed on to it—i.e., all of NATO.  The 

potential for this newfound consensus to unravel exists as many NATO allies—including 

Denmark—will face procurement decisions that will either support or undermine it.  Thus, the 

third take-away from this analysis is: 
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Take-away #3 

Demark, like other NATO members, has committed itself to increasing its share of 

responsibility for NATO’s nuclear mission.  It will face procurement decisions that could 

affect NATO strategy and the arms control architecture of the Euro-Atlantic region.  In 

particular, its procurement of tactical fighter aircraft (to be decided in the summer of 

2015) will allow it to opt in, opt out, or remain uncommitted to bearing some of the 

burden and responsibility of participating in NATO’s nuclear strategy. 

 

But these changes are still oriented toward the old problem of ensuring security within the Euro-

Atlantic region from threats emanating from within.  As NATO has gone out of area to deal with 

threats to its larger interests, out of area problems are impinging upon the Euro-Atlantic security 

architecture.  The proliferation of nuclear weapons and ballistic missile technology to states 

along the periphery threatens to strain the architecture from without.  This periphery includes not 

only North Africa and the Middle East, but extends to the Far East since changes in the 

capabilities of American allies, such as Japan, and other states, such as the People’s Republic of 

China, will affect Russian calculations that will, in turn, concern the European theater.  As 

NATO and Russia adjust their policies, forces, and doctrines to deal with these new actors, the 

arms control regimes binding these parties together must likewise be adjusted.  This is a problem 

that is only beginning to be realized within the capitals of the Alliance.  Indeed, the fourth take-

away from this analysis is: 

Take-away #4 

The arms control architecture constraining many aspects of the Euro-Atlantic security 

environment is under pressure from rising powers on its periphery.  The acquisition of 

weapons systems by the PRC, North Korea, India, Pakistan, Iran, and others that had 

heretofore been the province of the United States, the Soviet Union, or Russia, and the 

European great powers (Great Britain, France, and Germany) is undermining many of the 

assumptions upon which this arms control architecture has been erected. 
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On 8 February 2013, NATO established a new “Special Advisory and Consultative Arms 

Control, Disarmament, and Non-Proliferation Committee” (the ACDC) as called for in the 

DDPR.
146

  Its primary task is to develop “transparency and confidence-building ideas with the 

Russian Federation in the NATO-Russia Council, with the goal of developing detailed proposals 

on and increasing mutual understanding of NATO’s and Russia’s non-strategic nuclear force 

postures in Europe.”
147

  Its mandate could also include other arms control, disarmament, and 

non-proliferation issues if the Allies agree.  It should.  But its ambit should not be limited to 

dealing with issues originating from NATO-Russian relations. 

The ACDC ought to consider how the architecture of agreements and understandings that 

regulate Euro-Atlantic security can address and potentially accommodate pressures from the 

periphery—including whether certain agreements are no longer useful.  The United States 

withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002 because it believed that this bilateral constraint 

prevented it from defending against emerging threats from the PRC and North Korea.   More 

recently, Russia’s Deputy Defense Minister, Anatoly Antonov, argued that 

In the current military-political environment there is no need to keep unchanged the tools 

of control over arms and disarmament that was formed in the times of the Cold War and 

based on the concept of military confrontation between two political systems.
148

  

“He also said that more and more nations were coming to the conclusion that the Treaty on 

Conventional Weapons in Europe (CFE) has fully depleted itself and is practically dead.”
149

  

When the ACDC takes its counsel to the NATO-Russia Council it should have thought through 

many of these implications, if not reached a comprehensive answer or position. 

Take-away #5 

Denmark could take a leadership position in the ACDC, encouraging the Allies to look 

beyond the issue of how to negotiate short- and medium-range American and Russian 

nuclear weapons based in Europe and instead focus on how threats from the periphery 

that are more relevant to the Alliance and Russia can be accommodated, either within or 

beyond the current arms control architecture. 
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