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1. New domestiC challenges and
Russia’s nuclear doctrine
The Russian Federation as an independent state-suc-
than three years

titical leadership could

led and well-planned strategy. or concept,

¢ all the actions on military nu-
as a political im-

not create a detai

in the nuclear field. AlImMOS
clear policy, as it s well-seen now, came

promptu.
The decision making process has become highly depen-
’ fferent lobbyist

groups 1in the Kremlin. It has becom
w elites, old and nNew

between old and ne
including military nomenklatura, and, muc
t concepts O

gle between differen
y, there was nei

weapon state. Finall
ness nor media glasnost during the disc

SUES.

h less the strug-

Russian nuclear weap
sian Military Doctrine’,
Council and signed by the

Russian Military Doc
pt of nuclear

adopted by
President

trine include the
deterrence, that
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The Guidelines of
definition of the Russian conce
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A i, 1a, however, the discys-
U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher said that the % Place not gn] il _far braad_er battle that was taking ¥
nuclear policy ,outlined in ‘the new Russian doctrne dif- | R the dor only over speclﬁc security pulicies but also over i
iered litde from that of the 1J.S. goverriment. He added that % ajrfltmn of Russian nationa] Interests as a whole and. 5
- the U.S. government thinks the Russian doctrine does not _ @mterest {Mportance, over the manner in which institutions, 2
undermine the crucial principle of respect for the sove- B ence o til‘ﬁups‘ E:iﬂd Iﬂfilﬂdualfe. would be allocated infly- 42
reignty and the territorial integrity of other former Soviet § = © secunty policy-making process.
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copies (word by word) the American concept but is far from
the previous Russian position of first non-use of nuclear
weapons. The new text says:"The Russian Federation will
not use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear weapon
state party to NPT except in the case of an attack on it, its
territory or armed forces, or its allies, by such a state allijeqd
to a nuclear weapon state by an alliance agreement or act-

Ing jointly with a nuclear weapon state in carrying out or
sustaining the attack”.

This paragraph follows almost literally the US formula
of 1978, with one exception: Security assurances are of-
fered only to the NPT parties while the US has been willing
to give assurances also to NNWS party to "any comparable

internationally binding commitment not to acquire nuclear
explosive devices”.

at hastening the
CIS states and keeping them out of

The reason for this omission is obvious: Russia wanted
Ukrainian accession to NPT, as quickly as possible.

Russia doesn't insist any longer on its previous require-
ment that the states that want assurances should not have
nuclear weapons possessed by other states on their terri-
tory. The previous formula was provoked by U.S. missiles
in Germany —a question that was solved in the 80's.

republics.

Tl'lfiI‘E are r : . '
iy several controversies In the text of the doc-
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There was a vote in the National Security Council, when
Every permanent member reflected its own position on this

- Is a thesis in the g ' e e
point. There followed the longest discussion about the oy from aggression againsteth:;u:n? ab?‘;t thﬁ‘. deter-
clear” paragraph in all the history of the National Security s aljjeg. But there is no defini to >slan federation and

n of “a2ggression”, What
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aggression: with conventional arms, or with arms of mass
destruction?

Secondly, according to the doctrine it is Stil_l unclear
whether Russia will use its nuclear weapons against other
NPT parties. According to Dr.Sergei Rogov, “the formula of
the new Russian doctrine permits using 1ts nuclear weap-
ons first against other declared nuclear weapon S.tates as
well as against such rogue countres as Israel, India, Paki-

stan. North Korea, and some others”.

Morcover, according to the new nuclear concept, Russia
can use the nuclear weapons against all the NATO mem-
bers (including Iceland), ANZUS bloc, and other blocs @d
states which have treaties of mutual security cooperation
with the US. for instance, Japan, South Korea, and others.
The number of such countries is about sixty.

Russia can now use nuclear weapons also against such

states as Saudi Arabia, Morocco Kuwait. and a few of the

former Soviet republics.

In this context, it can be said that Russia officially has
recognized its right of first use of nuclear weapons against
the vast majority of countries of the world. It is stﬂ} un-
clear. however. what would be Russia’s nuclear behavior in
the conflicts of low intensity, or in local wars near R'L'lESIaH
borders. According to the text of the doctrine, Russ,lg can
use its nuclear weapons even against, say, Latvia or
Azerbaijan if the radar military stations base:fl on their ter-
ritories and owned (or rented) by Russia are in danger.

The text of the doctrine, as well as some other written
and unwritten comments, made later by the National Secu-
rity Council, give permission to Russian diplomats and the
military not to sign the CTBT and even to break the mora-

torium on nuclear tests.
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It should be mentioned here, in brief, the obvious fear of
Russian military strategists-makers of a fast chemical weap-
ons’ proliferation. The information is based mostly on the
intelligence service's reports.

“We are very vulnerable in this context”, Gennadi
Evstafiev, a high-ranking officer from SVR said in his inter-
view to Moskovskiye Novosti. He explained that, although
the majority of states have signed the CWC, the ratification
process goes very slowly. The reaction of the Arab coun-
tries is still negative because of Israel not joining the NPT.
The research and preparations in a number of developing
countries geographically close to Russia are very intensive,
he insisted.

At the same time, there is some information about Rus-
sia's continuing activities in this field, as for instance in
the New York Times (April 8, 1994, page A28) which de-
scribes recent U.S. and British inspections of major bio-
logical research centers in Russia. “The inspections. one
official said, demonstrated that a substantial biological in-
frastructure with no commercial purpose and with links
to the Russian military remains largely intact”. This infor-
mation, in general. was confirmed by Moscow News confi-
dential sources, although no particular program was named.

Other documents on Russia's nuclear weapons policy
are international agreements and other international obli-
gations of Russia or the U.S.S.R. Among them, are START |
& II Treaties with the United States (START II Treaty has
not been ratified vet by the State Duma, and current calcu-
lations show that it will not gain sufficient support in the
parliament), NPT, Lisbon Protocol, Trilateral Statement, and
some others.

While now trying to make some changes to the policy of
nuclear weapons' reduction, Russia faces controversial ten-
dencies.
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From one side, the economic crisis and 2 deep crisis of
411 state industry shows the economic incapacity of Russia

to re-establish military nuclear prograris. The attempts to
re-start the nuclear tests in Novaya Zemlya, strongly advo-

cated by a number of hawks in the Russian MoD, will be
unsuccessful simply because of lack of resources.

On the other hand. the new Russian nationalism de-
mands to protect Russian traditional nuclear-weaporn power.

1994 was the ycar when the “honeymoon” of Russia and
the United States was OVEL. Russia has started thinking

about its national interests which often do not coincide with

11.5. ones.

The results of the parliamentary clections in Russia, in
December 1993, have shown a new tendency in society and
in public opinion. The idea of re-establishing the Empire
(with Russia as center., Or metropolis) has become

remarkably popular.

It does not mean, however. that Vladimir Zhirinovski,
with his ‘pocket’ LDPR. is a real and considerable threat.
The scenario of Zhirinovski coming to power is interesting
more as a theory than as a practical analysis. The emo-
tional support of marginals 1S not enough, of course, to
take power. Speculations on “phenomenon Z" and his thr:aat
are used and abused both by international media which
~re looking for sensations and front-page stories, and by

politicians 1n some 1
: homenon Z" to strengthen their own na
= Russian campaign. 7hirinovski's party is number three,
: number one, in parliament, and it is unable to control the

decision-making process in the legislature, without saying
a4 word about other structures.

ki
l|!

W]

tionalism and antl-
not

At the same time, it1s true that right-wing forces in RuS-
tiate a proc

sia also use 7hirinovski's ultra-radicalism to ini
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eighboring countries, who used “phe-

s
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ess of so called “soft” nationalism, with protectionist barri-
ers in the economy, more financial support and respect for
the Armed Forces (“The times of criticism of the Russian
military are over now”, Yeltsin’'s spokesman said in Decem-
ber 1993), more distance from U.S. initiatives in foreign

policy.

Today we can already see the first signs of this “soft”,
not very aggressive yet, and potentially very strong, nation-
alist movement, supported by the Prime Minister, the Na-
tional Security Council, the minister of defence, and half
the heads of parliamentary committees.

This factor is of great importance for better understand-
ing the development of events in Russian military nuclear
thinking. It seems that the strengthening of the Russian
nuclear weapon program, as well as some other similar pro-
grams, would be soon one of the key points of the “party” of
“soft nationalists”, or, better say, of the New Right.

If it is so. it would be supported by the vast majority of
the local leaders. The stereotype of the dissolving Russian
federative state which can repeat the fate of the U.S.5.R..

0T, even worse, of Yugoslavia, is completely wrong. No strong
and dangerous separatist movements are seen in the do-
mestic political arena. Vice versa, the local leaders express.
more and more actively, their interest in a “strong and
united” Russian state.

The role of the military-indﬁstrial complex is increasing
once again, after the collapse of the early 90's, though th.E
?Dr{fusiﬂn within MIC still exists. At the center of the con-
Sliltsimn lies the debate over which direction weapons acqui-
v 0%15_ shagld take. 11_1 the absence of a clear delineation ot

ministrative authority, the consistent elements of the MIC

are turning for sign -
Qisisia - ignals for the emerging armaments pro-
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The approval of the Russian military doctrine Guidelines,
coming on the heels of a political victory secured by Presi-
dent Yeltsin in October 1993 with the help of the armed
forces, is one more sign that the military leadership has
begun to collect rewards for the support that it gave to Yeltsin
in disbanding the Russian parliament. The political role of
the Defence Ministry seems to have been especially en-

hanced.

[I. Russia and NIS

One of the top priorities of Russian foreign policy is the

full withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Ukraine, in the
shortest possible time. That is why the Russian president
signed such a conciliatory document as the Trilateral State-

ment of January 1994.

A few paragraphs and special phrases were added at the
last moment to the Guidelines of the military doctrine with
only one purpose: to show Russia’s great concern over weap-
ons on Ukrainian soil, for three main reasons:

- first, safety:

second, unpredictable development of political situation in
Ukraine after presidential elections:

third, strategic and military balance in Europe, in case
Ukraine can control the nuclear missiles on its soil, now
de facto controlled by Russia.

There are a lot of speculations about a possible military
conflict between the two countries. The Crimean crisis pro-
vokes more speculations in this field, of course.

However, there is a clear understanding, at least in
Russian diplomatic circles, that any kind of Russian-Ukrain-
ian conflict will lead to the breakup of Ukraine, and the
appearance of no less than three or four quasi-states. Evel

234

unified Ukrainian state, with close economic ties (and de-
pendence) with Moscow, a healthy economy, without nu.-
clear weapons, anyway, not a part of the so called “Baltic
t‘E‘:ea - Black Sea Alliance”, with the Crimean peninsula hav-
Ing much cultural and economic autonomy, but hardly
much more than that. | o

-

At thelsamc time Russian politicians are concerned about
the possible turmoil in Ukraine, and severa] scenarios are
prepared in that case. There is still significant concern about
the nuclear attitude of Ukraine. It is more clear now that
the Ukrainian parliament is not strongly against the NPT
However, the process of withdrawal of nuclear warhcadsl
SEven years —is too long to be sure that the resiﬂt would b
a nuclear-free Ukraine. )

Russian diplomats, responsible for the dialogue with Kiev
have doubts whether the new Ukrainian president Lec:nic’;
Kuchma follows the unwritten promises given by Leonid
Kravchuk to his Russian and American colleagues durj
the Moscow suminit in January, 1994. -

I[II. External challenges as a source
of Russia’s nuclear concept

abrNew:‘ Challenge§ come to Russia not only from “near
oad”. As one of the €xperts has put it, “the new Russian

th ia i
. ;J S;juth Russia is surrounded by unstable regimes, with
g-lasting, potentially dangerous low intensity conflicts

235
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both in Transcaucasus and Cen@ Asia. Tl:leri irf.l- neimrw.lr
challenges from the Tajik-Afghan line. TEIE instability
Uzbekistan is expected to increase as well".

Russia's new strategy-makers have to recugni;e that

. non-
Russia is surrounded by a group of both dectlare
declared nuclear weapon states, and rogue states.

Russia examines carefully the Japanese intentions and
plans in the nuclear field.

The key problem consists of t}ue fact that, Ilaér r;zcwe fth;'fx
sia has NO military-strategic allies in the wor Ajsis E)ance
;tntcs-partics to the Treaty on CGHEMW; thzsc rance
i’I‘nshl{cnt Treaty). It is clear, hnweve'r. Fhat all g =
tries can not be of assistance to Russia in carrying

tary tasks.

o : ¢
The Russian political and military leadcrshlp Imf ;;::ld

found an adequate answer for these new gcﬂpolxticsﬂn e

military challenges yet. This is. probably, the questi

the following months.

At the same time. Russia's establishment, new and old

y informal
lites. seem on the way to reach soon [nc:t now) an inf .
- . : an y

nseansus on the pcint of nuclear disarmament 2 d_ n
["[_}.i l-\l...h' -llh.‘t ¥ L | # t:
clear program. Three factors were taken into accoun

first. the national economy in crisis and MIC's demands:;
second, the new geopolitical situation and

third, nationalist ideology.

Speaking on the Russian position, I should stress dt\::fitf
problems One of them is the disappearant;es of th?i ¢ ;: N
; ther one is the execu
ion-making apparatus. The o 3
f;le decisions taken. as well as a lack of laws and law tra

tions.

I would not like to go into
tion in this field because
not even lik= tc discuss on
bow or not.I would like
decisiun-making does exist, and it e
little control by the hard-lj
cally no control by the media.

fo

V. Ort.oy Rossii’s Nuverrag CoNecrpy
E e ——— — _“\%—“
Even

if a decision is taken and signed it would hardly be
carried out. The bureaucratic machine together with the
contradictions in the national Jaw make practically impos-

sible carrying out the majority of political, strategic and
military decisions.

Let's remember. for Instance, the situation when Russia

decided to sell four cryogenic rocket engines to India. First,
it was forbidden by the Foreign Ministry, then approved by
the Government, then forbidden by the Ministry of Exter-
nal Economic Relations. then approved by close Yeltsin
aides, then forbidden by Yeltsin, then approved by
Chermomyrdin. A ot of lobbyist groups played a game, and
what we have now is that the engines are sold, production
technology not yet, Russia declared its intention to join the

MTCR, but hasn't Joined yet. You can see similar or the

SAME controversies in almost any important decisions with
installation of a new radar, or with dual-use export con-

trols, or with missile agreements with Ukraine, or with ura-
nium trade with USA. or with nuclear tests ban.

Another example is the “Red Mercury case” (or RM case).

the details of my own investiga-
it is quite a different story. [ would
Ct again whether RM exists some-
ow only to stress that the secret
Xists successfully, with
HEr opposition and with practi-

urbulis who was responsible
I'that particular decree, Jater told Moscow News: “RM was

COnsidered as a real substance that can be used in making
of nuclear weapons”.
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such kind regulating secret exports of strategic, dual use
and/or nuclear materials.

I'V. Main tendencies of Russia’s nuclear policy

One of today's main questions is the ratification by Rus-
sia's parliament of START Il Treaty concluded with USA.

The strong opposition to the ratification was concentrated
i a declaration of the high-ranking experts from the Fed-
oral Nuclear Center Arzamas 16. Speaking about the dan-
sers for Russia of the transition to the “nuclear dyad”, the
:xpcrts from Arzamas for some reason proceed fr?m the
assumption that START II compels Russia to abolish the
Strategic Rocket [Forces (SRF) i.c.. the land-based com[f)n-
nent of the Strategic Nuclear Forces (SNF), by virtue of which
“we would be forced to spend large sums on building new

bhombers and nuclear submarines .

In reality, the supporters of START Il say, the question
is of abolishing not the SRF, but only the intercontinental
ballistic missiles with multiple warheads (MIRVs), i.e., the
most destabilizing weapons systems-the American “MX" and
“Minuteman-3" ICBMs and the Russian SS-18 and SS-24

missiles.

The Start 1l Treaty and the already adopted prograril 'fDr
the development of the SRF assumes Russlas possession
i1 2003 of 900 stationary and mobile single-warhead ICBMs.
In this case the USA would possess the following range of
first-strike weapons deployed on ICBMs and SLBMs: up 10
1 750 warheads on Trident missiles and up to 500 war-
heads on “unloaded” Minuteman-3 ICBMs. In this way the
number of American warheads which can be cc}mmi’fted to
sction for the first strike, in the event of START II's imple-
mentation, is being at least halved. whereas the number Dt
targets — ICBMs in the Russian SRIF — even somewha
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increases, from 560-680 under the terms of START I to 9S00
after START II's implementation.

Besides, under START II Russia possesses a definite
share of mobile systems for the assured destruction of which
there is a need to use considerably more warheads than
what is needed to destroy silo launching mounts whose
coordinates are well known.

*An analysis of the development of the political situa-
tion, and the economic and technical realities, makes it
possible to conclude that irrespective of the ratification of
the START Il Treaty, Russia’s Strategic Nuclear Forces, if
not by 2003, then by 2006, will be very close in quantity
and structure to what it defined by its terms in virtue of the
withdrawal from the combat composition of the systems
which have exhausted their service life. The paradox is that
the decision to be adopted by the State Duma will be actu-
ally affect not the composition and structure of Russia’'s
strategic forces, but what the US strategic forces will be
like after 2000. If the Duma ratifies the START II Treaty.
they will number approximately 3.500 warheads. If it
doesn't, then 7,000 - 9,000 warheads, i.e., 2-2.5 times more”,
says Alexander Konovalov, Director of the Military Policy
and Analyvtical Center from the Russian Institute of USA
and Canada Studies. He is one of the proponents of the
ratification.

The opponents, both in Arzamas- 16, in the MoD and the
Duma, say that “with START II the main accent in Russia's
Strategic nuclear forces will be shifted to the marine com-
Ponent and this runs counter the Russia's interests. be-
Cause it fails to take account of the fundamental differ-
€nces in the two countries’ geostrategic position” (Academi-
Clan Golosov). In the structure of the USSR’s strategic forces,
indeed, the land-based strategic nuclear forces were the
lﬁading component for the number of warheads located on
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them (about 65 per cent of the total number).

“In the event of START II Treaty's implerhentation, ap-
proximately 55 per cent of the total number of warheads
will be deployed on SLBMs. It is well known that Russia.
like the USSR, has only two regions from which it can send
missile-carrying submarines on tours of combat duty in
the world's oceans (the North of the Russian European part,
and the Far East) and even they are to a considerable ex-
tent blocked by narrows and straits, the passage through
which is rather difficult in combat conditions”, a State Duma
deputy [Cﬂmmuni‘st faction, Committee on Defence) told

IT1€.

Several scientists and military offer a compromise op-

tion. As Genceral-Leutenant Lev Volkov put it, “it is highly

desirable to correct a few obligations in START II before it is
offered for ratification. It should be said, among other
amendments, that the Treaty should be automatically
stopped it one of the parties violates the anti-missile de-
fenice treaty of 1972.”

The intensive discussion between the opponents and pro-
ponents of the ratification has already been started. [See:
Segodnya, June 1, 1994; Vliadimir Belous in Segodnya, Feb-
ruary 9, 1994; Moscow News NN 11 and 19, 1994; pay spe-
cial attention to the OP-ED page in governmental
Rossiyskiye Vesti, May 11, 1994 (page 5), written by Vasili
Krivochizha, Assistant Director of RISI — Russian Institute

of Strategic Studies].

Conclusions

1) According to the current calculations of “pro™ and “contra”
in the State Duma. START II could hardly be ratified by
this parliament. A discussion has already started, and the

- most probable variant is that it will go on for a long time.
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periods, playing here the role of a US ally.

Pft the same time Russig would agree to reaffirm both n

onterence —buyt is seems that

2 £ at Rus-
sia wfmuld not be able to play a key role here, and now the
realistic understanding of this fact prevails

3) T‘here.wnu]d be “black holes” in export controls of sensitjve
materials and technologies, although all the required dncu-

Tents have been already adopted. MIC will try to strengthen
its lobby in both Government and parliament.

4) Russia's policy towards Ukraine in nuclear issues w Id
not be aggressive if Ukraine ratifies the NI’T‘:mdh [ I;m[
both declared and undeclared agreements on nurrlcari]ve{mﬁﬁ
ONS on ils soil. Russia would not give special sécuritv z;

..*suran_{:es (o [_TJkra:’nc. Russia would respect the territoria]
Integrity and independence of Ukraine,

At the same time, some kind of confederative (or even closer)

;1?150? would be .pﬂssible between Russia, Belerussia. and
| w2zakhstan, in the next few years. |

. . Russia is in transiti
(ecnnﬂmmaﬂy. pgl:ticaﬂy. militarily, and idenlugically]l :?}:




