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THE CURRENT RUSSIAN NUCLEAR POLICY

INTRODUCTION

After the end of the Cold War, the perception was spread around the world, that nuclear armaments will be reduced and proliferation will stop. A number of international agreements establishing cooperation among the major nuclear powers in this area justified this hope. For some reasons this didn’t happen, and today the risk  of nuclear conflicts is much higher than during the cold War. The increase in the risk is due mainly to two factors: 

1) the appearance on the international stage of non-State actors, that make deterrence inefficient and counterproliferation useless

2) the US Nuclear policy, that Robert McNamara has recently described as immoral, illegal, militarily unnecessary and dreadfully dangerous.
In particular, the US nuclear policy increases concern in other nuclear and non (yet) nuclear States and has the effect to boost proliferation.

Russian cannot avoid perception of being under attack, due to the NATO enlargement and the expansion of US influence in the post-Soviet space. The disregard of international agreements by Washington, including the Moscow Treaty signed in 2002 by President Bush and President Putin, sharpens this impression. Following the logic of a Great Power, Russia makes efforts to keep the pace with US and to delay as latest as possible the catching-up process by China.

On the 17th November 2004 President Putin, addressing a speech to the Armed Forces, has heavily underlined the vital  necessity for Russia not to neglect  its nuclear arsenal and to modernize it, otherwise other threats could emerge, that Russia will be unable to face. He announced the development of new nuclear missiles that no other nuclear power will have. The Russian President did not specify which kind of weapon he was referring to, but there is the impression he was referring to a new type of missile that should be able to penetrate the US BMD.

Nuclear weapons remain strategic for Russia, because it is maybe the most significant   mark  that still identifies Russia as a Great Power,  and it is the only mean they have to face efficiently a attack led with conventional forces.

The work is aimed at analysing the current situation of Russian nuclear forces from several points of view: budget and military expenses, technical aspects, nuclear doctrine, compliance to international agreements, relations with other nuclear States, perception of threats, safe-keeping issue of radioactive and nuclear material.

US regards Russia as a minor threat and is developing an aggressive rearmament policy in order to keep its supremacy in nuclear field and to consolidate its position as the only superpower in the world.  Russia is pursuing the attempt to obtain new nuclear weapons and modernization in all the sectors of Armed Forces in order to recover and regain the (almost) lost status of Great Power. 

 Starting from the assumption that a direct nuclear conflict between Russia and US is unlikely, the purpose of the work is to evidence the direction of development undertaken by Russian nuclear policy under the pressure of US nuclear policy and to try to identify the possible outcome of this process, taking, however, into consideration that this is a time of great uncertainty.

1. THE INTERNATIONAL TREATIES AFTER THE COLD WAR

After the end of the Cold War, the developments of the early 90’s made everyone think that the risk of a nuclear war was over. The signature of many international treaties aimed at controlling, limiting and reducing the nuclear weapons could justify this impression. 

1.1The NPT (Non-Proliferation Treaty)

The NPT has been the first important Treaty in the field of nuclear weapons. A series of events during the late ‘50s – early ’60 (the nuclear tests in the atmosphere by US, Soviet Union, UK, and France, the explosion of the most powerful atomic bomb by the Soviet in 1961, the launch of the first Sputnik, the Cuba crisis, the building of the Berlin Wall) raised the tension between the two Superpowers, but at the same time they became aware of the necessity to limit and control the effects of nuclear arms, without putting a stop to proliferation. They were ready to limit nuclear proliferation among other States of the relative areas of influence, but not to accept any limitation to their own nuclear armaments. 

The first time that it was expressed a clear interest for an effective international non-proliferation Treaty it was in 1964 during the Conference of Non-aligned Countries at Cairo, with the support of the General Assembly of the United Nations. In 1963 the Partial Test Ban Treaty was signed, which prohibited nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in the space and in the water under the see, but which allow the nuclear Powers to continue testing their arms under the earth. 

In 1965 Soviet Union and US submitted to the United Nation some drafts of treaty aimed at limiting the dissemination of nuclear weapons, and the General Assembly identified the basic guidelines for a future non-proliferation treaty. At the end of 1966 the representatives of the two Superpowers began a series of private meetings to reach an agreement on some problematic aspects (such as the problem of NATO Allies and nuclear weapons), and at the end in 1968 US, Soviet Union, UK and other 59 countries signed the Non Proliferation Treaty. China and France refused to sign it, and also a number of Countries that did not want to renounce to the possibility of acquiring own nuclear weapons (among them Israel, India and Pakistan).

11 articles, listing rights, duties, bans and obligations for nuclear and non-nuclear States compose the Treaty. Art.1 forbids nuclear States to transfer to any other non-nuclear Country nuclear weapons, nuclear explosive or to assist them in acquiring nuclear weapons or materials in anyway. Art. 2 forbids the non-nuclear States to acquire in any way nuclear weapons or to receive assistance for their realization. Art. 3 establishes compulsory international controls by the IAEA, in order to avoid the mushrooming of nuclear material for military purposes. This obligation was foreseen just for non-nuclear Countries, while no control was established on the nuclear Countries. Art. 4 authorizes the use of peaceful nuclear energy and the assistance to the development of civil nuclear programs, in particular for the developing Countries. Art. 6 is the hard-core of the Treaty, at least in theory, because it was supposed to pave the way to achieve an effective agreement on definitive disarmament and a complete international control. Art. 6 prescribes the obligation for the nuclear States to undertake the necessary steps to promote negotiations supposed to put a stop to the proliferation and to reach a general disarmament. The Treaty does not prescribe any kind of sanction for the nuclear Powers that will not observe the engagement established. Art. 8 foresees revision conferences each 5 years to verify the effectiveness of the Treaty itself. 

An evaluation of the NPT is rather problematic. First of all it is undoubtedly an asymmetric Treaty which forbids non-nuclear States to become nuclear States and which allow nuclear Powers to remain nuclear Powers and even develop further their nuclear capabilities. The Treaty does not foresee any sanction or similar measures in case of non-compliance of nuclear Powers to the provisions concerning nuclear disarmament. As a matter of fact, the nuclear States remain completely free to achieve their nuclear programs. About the ability of the Treaty to stop the proliferation, the appraisal is troubling: if it is true, from one side, that the Countries that developed nuclear capabilities (South Africa, India and Pakistan) did not sign the Treaty, it is also true that many other Countries tried to develop nuclear weapons (Argentina, Brazil, Sweden, Switzerland) and that a lot of Countries developed the technical capability to acquire them (Germany, Iran). The achievement of nuclear weapons is just the last step after many others, starting from the proliferation of nuclear plants, the uranium enrichment plants, and the recycling plants of nuclear fuel, and the NPT does not impede any of these previous steps. Last but non least, the NPT does not foresee any kind of provision concerning the modernization of the existing nuclear arsenals, of the new kinds of nuclear weapons, and the improvement of missiles, guide and control systems. One of the major problems, nowadays, is that the reduction of the American and Russian nukes in the last ten years did not diminish the risk of a nuclear war, but, on the contrary, has increased it. The considerable limits of the NPT depend on the fact that it was conceived at the beginning as a temporary transition regime toward a complete disarmament, but that goal has never been reached.

In 1995 during the regular revision conference of the Treaty, the majority of the States decided to extend it indefinitely. Another important achievement was the guarantee, for the non–nuclear States, that nuclear States, as exchange for renouncing to develop nuclear weapons, will not attack them with nuclear weapons. This guarantee was strengthened by the UNSC Resolution no. 984/1995, in which the US underlines their engagement not to carry out a nuclear attack against not-nuclear States, unless they are associated to nuclear States. Some official documents of Russian and of US Governments make this engagement doubtful: in 2000 the Russian President through ukaz confirmed the possibility of the first-strike option, already adopted in 1993. Some documents of the Joint Chief of Staff in 1996, relative to the Doctrine for the Joint Theater Nuclear Operation, establish the possibility of offensive operation against enemy’s weapons of mass destruction, once the war becomes unavoidable.

1.2 The ‘90s

1.2.1 The START

In the ‘70s Soviet Union and US signed the so-called SALT Treaties, Strategic Arm Limitation Treaties. In the ’80s, after the Euro missile crisis in 1983, Gorbačev and Reagan signed the Reykjavik Agreement, which foresaw the reduction of the strategic arms
 by a half. On July the 31st 1991 Soviet Union and US signed the START-I, which prescribed the reduction within 10 years up to 1.600 launchers and 6.000 warheads for each side. After 5 months, Soviet Union collapsed. Exactly a year after the first START, an agreement between Bush Senior and the Russian President Boris El’cin introduced a further reduction to be achieved in 11 years. This second agreement, codified under the name START-II, was signed in 1993 and ratified by the US in 1996 and by the Russian Federation in 2000. This second Treaty prescribes the reduction of the most troubling arms, to be achieved in to phases, the first of which was extended in 1997 to 2007 (originally to 2003). In the first phase the two parties have to reduce their arsenal up to 3.000-5.000 warheads, eliminate the ICBM (Inter Continental Ballistic Missiles) with multiple warheads MIRV (Multiple Independently Targetable Reentry Vehicles) and to have no more than 1700-1750 warheads on missiles located on the see. The Treaty enforces the control system and foresees not only the removing, but also a gradual, planned and controlled dismantling of the removed nuclear warheads. After the START-II, negotiations started for a further reduction and a START-III, but an agreement has never been reached.

The dismantling of the warheads is not an easy business: it creates enormous stores of highly enriched uranium and weapon-grade plutonium, difficult to guard. This problem was particularly evident in Russia, where the hard economic and social condition made the whole situation more complicated. The economic help and assistance received from the US were highly insufficient, so another problem emerged: the possibility for other States and terrorist organizations to acquire military nuclear material. This question appears to be undervalued both from the Americans and from the Russians themselves. The Russian Ministry of Defense has declared the existence of not enough protected uranium reserves merely a myth, even if already in 1997 the former secretary of the Russian National Security Council, General Lebed, has admitted the possibility
 that suitcase nukes have fallen into the hands of terrorist organizations. Only recently the President of the Federal Atomic Agency, Aleksandr Rumiancev, has at the end declared that he cannot exclude, terrorists have acquired fissile material of Russian origin.

1.2.2 The CTBT

Despite the fact that since from the ‘50s the advocates of armament control insisted upon the necessity of an international treaty prohibiting the nuclear tests and establishing an effective control, the negotiations for such an agreement were undertaken just in 1993, under the impulse of the UNGA. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty was signed in 1996 by the five nuclear Powers and other States. The Treaty forbids the nuclear Powers to carry out nuclear tests and the non-nuclear Powers to develop nuclear weapons by carrying out nuclear tests. Up to 2001 161 Countries have signed the CTBT, and the number of ratification requested for its entry into forced is 44. In 1999 the Senate of US did not approve the ratification of the CTBT.

The CTBT presents a significant limit: to realize a nuclear warhead, it is not necessary to carry out tests producing nuclear yield, which is expressly banned. This means that the CTBT can be eluded: beside the use of powerful simulation programs, the US (followed in this case by Russia and China) carry out subcritical and non-nuclear tests, where the quantity of released nuclear energy is not significant, i.e. zero yield tests, but that allow in any case the realization of a nuclear warheads, while complete nuclear tests are needed to control the degree of efficiency or deterioration of already existing nuclear warheads or to develop nuclear weapons of new conception. 

1.2.3 The Nunn-Lugar Program

The Program takes the name from two American Senators, a Republican one and a Democrat one, and it was launched in 1991. It foresees the financing of a number of cooperation projects aimed at dismantling nuclear, biological and chemical weapons of the former Soviet Union. It was immediately clear how risky was to leave the enormous arsenal of the Soviet Union in the hand of new and fragile States: hundreds of industries, warehouses of arms risked to be abandoned and to deteriorate. The projects financed by the Nunn-Lugar Program helped to remove nuclear weapons located in Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Byelorussia, and to give 20000 scientists the possibility to be employed in the civil industry. The problem is that the agreement with the Russian government does not establish any kind of monitoring on the dismantling procedure, but the program is devoted just to the destruction of bombs, missiles and submarines and to the transportation of the warheads to the site where they are supposed to be dismantled. From 1991 to 2004 9,2 billions USD have been invested in the Nunn-Lugar Program projects: as a result, the former Soviet warheads diminished from 32000 to 18000, and 24000 scientists have been reallocated in other research sectors.

1.3 The new Millennium

1.3.1 The Revision Conference of the NPT in 2000

The Revision Conference of the NPT in 2000 introduces a novelty: it lists 13 important practical steps to reach an effective nuclear disarmament. Among them, the undertaking, by the nuclear Powers, of the complete elimination of nuclear arsenals, the signature of a START III Treaty (an agreement has not yet been reached), the strengthening of the ABM Treaty for a further reduction of the offensive strategic weapons. The Countries belonging to the New Agenda Coalition have played an important role during the revision conference: Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, New Zealand, Sweden and South Africa). President Putin declared Russia to be ready to a further reduction of strategic warheads and to maintain their number of to no more than 1000-1500. This proposal was driven also by the implicit admission that it would be difficult for Moscow to maintain in perfect efficiently a higher number of warheads. The reply from Washington was that US would not have reduced its arsenal to any more than 2500, even if they declared that this “defense” is not oriented against Moscow but against the so-called States of concern.

1.3.2 The SORT  Treaty

In 2002 President Putin and President Bush signed in the Strategic Offensive Reduction Treaty, better known as the Moscow Treaty, that foresees the reduction of operationally deployed nuclear warheads. Despite the great publicity on this matter, the SORT Treaty has been defined more than as a treaty, as a kind of treaty
. In fact, the text of the Treaty fixes a maximum number of operative warheads (1700-2200) that has to be reached within 2012. The removed warheads will not be destroyed (even if this was the original proposal by Moscow), but stored and eventually reinserted onto the missiles, if necessary. This raises concern among Russians, that denounce the asymmetry
 of the Treaty in favor of the US, about the reconstitution potential, as in case of unilateral withdrawal by US, Americans shall simply reinsert the warheads removed, Russia shall produce new warheads, which requires huge financing means. That is way the ratification by the Duma was more controversial than the ratification by the Congress. In spite of the criticism, the most of Russian analyst agreed on the signature of SORT as a mean to maintain numerical parity between the two Nuclear Powers, at least on the paper.

But what makes the experts define the SORT a kind of treaty is the total lack of control on the compliance of the two Parties. Until 31st December 2012 the two Countries are free
 to maintain any level of strategic nuclear weapons, but after that date the Treaty will expire, so it will be impossible to carry out any kind of control. 
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President Bush and President Putin signing the Moscow Treaty

Source: http://www.spacedaily.com [13.09.2005]

1.3.3 Cooperative Threat Reduction Efforts

This name collects a series of projects, which until 2003 were carried out under the umbrella of the Nunn-Lugar Program, and that became G8 competence. In 2002 the G8 held in Kananaskis (Canada), with the support of IAEA, inaugurated the Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons of Mass Destruction, an engagement aimed at reducing the possibility that scarcely controlled WMD can be acquired by terrorist organizations. Each Country makes its own offer (the US 10 billion dollars, the Russian Federation 2 billion dollars, the European Union 1, 2 billions dollars). Four areas are involved: 

· Warheads and nuclear materials;

· Chemical arms and agents;

· Biological arms and agents;

· Re-employment of the scientists.

The Russian priorities are the destruction of chemical weapons and the dismantling of nuclear submarines, for economic reasons: the budget devoted to these activities would push considerably the Ministry of Defense. But the problem of the submarines leads to the concern of the nuclear materials recovered by the dismantling, and it poses the question, where it is safer to store it, in the ports or on land: the conversion of nuclear materials became, together with the dismantling of biological arms, the priority of some European States, especially France. With regard to the nuclear materials, 1230 tons plutonium and enriched uranium must be neutralized or collected in the Majak store, the HEU (Highly Enriched Uranium) Purchase Agreement has to be strengthened, and 2 billions dollars are devoted to the disposal of plutonium. The most important novelty in this area is the dismantling of 62 nuclear submarines. The most serious problem with biological weapons is the scarce transparency on the activities led in this field and the absence of international control.
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Majak location. Source: http://spb.org.ru/ [13.09.2005]

1.3.4 Global Threat Reduction Initiative

This program, launched in 2004, is aimed at recovering HEU exported by the two Superpowers in the previous years in friend-Countries. More in detail, the Russian Federation has committed itself to recover 500kg nuclear material from 20 reactors located in 17 different Countries: Rumania, Bulgaria and Libya have already given back to Russia 48 kg. The most interesting aspect of this project is that the action area is extended over the CIS-Countries.

1.3.5 The Revision Conference in 2005

The seventh Revision Conference of the NPT took place at the end of May 2005. 152 States took part to the work and 129 representatives from intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations were present with observer status. During the Conference a thorough examination of the effectiveness of the NPT was carried out, taking into consideration all the facets of the agreement: non-proliferation, disarmament and peaceful use of atomic energy. The final result of the Conference was quite disappointing: in fact the participants could not reach consensual positions and recommendations about the future strengthening of the NPT, because the opinion divergences among the Parties relative to the way to ensure the compliance of the participants to their own commitments are too wide. The only unanimous conclusion reached by the Parties was the acknowledgement that new threats to the non-proliferation regime might and must be eliminated first of all within the NPT itself.
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2. THE US NUCLEAR POLICY

I would characterize current US nuclear weapons policy as immoral, illegal, militarily unnecessary and dreadfully dangerous
: Robert McNamara, in a recent essay with the title Apocalypse soon, published in Foreign Policy, right before the revision Conference of the NPT held in New York, uses these words to describe the nuclear policy of the Bush Administration. Many different voices denounce the lack of coherence of the Bush Administration, which from one side keeps underlining the danger represented from the so-called States of concern trying to acquire nuclear weapons, while from the other side is determined to increase its arsenal and to create nuclear weapons of new generation. To reach this goal, the US is moving along two directions: the research aimed at acquiring nuclear weapons of new generation (for example the depleted uranium) and the withdrawal or disregard of the international treaties setting any kind of limitation in this field. 

 In this light it has to be seen the unilateral withdrawal of US from ABM Treaty (in 2001), and the refusal by the US Congress to ratify the CTBT, whose compliance is an essential obligation for all the parties to the NPT, extended indefinitely in 1995. The refusal to ratify the CTBT has been perceived as a break of the NPT too. To quote again Mr. McNamara, the US nuclear program sounds like this: We, with the strongest conventional military force in the world, require nuclear weapons in perpetuity, but you, facing potentially well-armed opponents, are never to be allowed even one nuclear weapons.

From the second half of the ‘90s the US increased year after year the budget for military expenses, that in 2004 was higher than 400 bln $, the half of the global military expenses of the earth. Of course, also the military expenses devoted to nuclear and conventional weapons increased.

2.1 The Nuclear Posture Review

The Nuclear Posture Review is a document mandated by the Congress and issued in January 2002 that defines the new global nuclear position of US. The document is classified, but some parts of it are known. After the end of the Cold War, the old nuclear policy based on deterrence needs to be modified and adapted to a wider spectrum of new threats: nuclear weapons play a central role in the defense of US, its allies and friends.  Nuclear weapons are a unique mean to solve strategic and political questions.  To face the new challenges, a new strategic triads has been elaborated, consisting of:

· Offensive system of nuclear and non-nuclear strategic arms;

· Active and passive defense system, including the BMD of global extension;

· Production of strategic nuclear and non-nuclear weapons, intelligence, infrastructures and CIT.

The goals
 to be achieved are:

· To assure the security of US, its allies and friends;

· To dissuade any potential aggressor;

· To deter any enemy of US from competition in armaments field with US;

· To defeat in case the first three points fail to work.

The threats are classified according three categories:

· Immediate threats: already known, and of immediate danger;

· Potential threats: likely threats but not of immediate danger;

· Unexpected threats.

North Korea, Iran, Syria and China belong to all of the three categories. 

Russia is not mentioned in the list, even if its nuclear programs are source of concern. The end of ideological conflict and the cooperation, developed recently in the field of security, war against terrorism and non-proliferation, makes Russia a partner of US, even if the Russian Federation is pursuing goals conflicting with US national interest. But the document does not fail to underline that in spite of the improvement in the bilateral relations, in case of deterioration of the relationship, the US are ready to review their nuclear forces. The US will not plan its own forces towards Russia, as if it were just a smaller version of the Soviet Union, but its approach will be based and proportioned to the Russian effective capability
. Today there are still 2350 sites located in Russia, listed as possible goals in case of military conflict between Russia and US, so divided:

· 1100 nuclear goals;

· 500 goals of conventional armed forces;

· 500 industrial goals

· 160 State government administrative centers.

On each goal more conventional and nuclear weapons are aimed.

One of the most important features emerged by the analysis of the NPR is that there is a complete disregard of the commitment of nuclear disarmament undertaken with the NPT and the final document of the Revision Conference held in 2000: nuclear weapons have a central role in ensuring the defense of US and nuclear programs are already foreseen at least until the 3rd decade of the new millennium. The program of the NPR foresees the integration of nuclear weapons with other strategic non-nuclear weapons and more powerful defense systems, in order to reduce the quantity of effective warheads and diminish the importance of their role. But according to Angelo Baracca
, the real goal is to make the use of nuclear weapons easier and more flexible and more possible in order to reply to the new threats: Rogue States, China and eventually Russia. More flexibility in the whole defensive system of US is needed, in comparison with the rigidity of the Cold War, because the nature of the threats has changed. The NPR assumes that strategic offensive nuclear weapons will be consistent part of US military forces for the next decades (despite the Moscow Treaty), that the warheads will be stocked and kept ready to be operative again, that tactical nuclear weapons will be available and that nuclear tests can be carried out if and when necessary, despite the CTBT, that in any case the US did not ratify.

2.2 The disregard of international treaties. 

2.2.1 The withdrawal from ABM Treaty and the Ballistic Missile Defense

The ABM Treaty was signed in Moscow the 26th of may 1972 and it allowed the 2 Parties to realize no more than two AMB systems, and after the revision occurred in 1974, no more than one ABM system. The Treaty had unlimited extension, but each of the Parties could withdraw unilaterally, warning six month in advance, in case their interests would be threatened by extraordinary events. The ABM Treaty has been a basic pillar of the strategic equilibrium and control system reached during the Cold War. Nevertheless, in December 2001 the US announced the withdrawal from the ABM Treaty that took place on The 13th of June 2002, despite the opposition and concerns of the whole international community and of Russia. The announcement by President Bush jr. was first of all a political declaration, as the effective realization of the BMD started just three years later, in 2004. The process of nuclear disarmament has been stopped: after the withdrawal of US from the ABM Treaty, Russia decided to suspend the START II.

After the withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, President Bush Jr. has officially announced the creation of the Ballistic Missile Defense, a complex project consisting of a layered defense, able to attack a missile in different ways: the several components include land-based systems, sea- and space-based systems, and strategic and tactical defenses. Furthermore, the BDM is not only destined to the defense of US territory, but also to protect the US troops and military bases spread around the world: the idea is to unify in one complex the several polygons located at the Marshall Islands, at Aleutian Islands, in Vandenberg (California) Hawaii Islands, in Alaska and on the US West Coast. The most of concern is due to the fact that such a titanic project cannot be just defensive, but it turns out to be an offensive system, aimed at consolidating US world hegemony. Another reason of concern is that this kind of defense can always be overtaken by the development of new technologies that usually do not require the huge financing necessary to realize a BMD System. Last but not least, the most serious threats to US Security come from non-State actors, against which this kind of defense is practically useless. That is why the hypothesis according to which the realization of such a colossal system is due to the economic interests of military industries and labs, and to an economy of war, seems to be more and more likely.

2.2.2 CTBT, NPT and the SORT Treaty.

Already in 1999 the US Senate did not approve the ratification of the CTBT. Also the Bush Administration declared officially not to have any intention to ask the Congress to ratify the CTBT. Even if nowadays Washington is able to pursue new nuclear weapons without the necessity to carry out nuclear tests, thanks to simulation programs and lab tests, it is financing the renewal of the polygon for nuclear tests in Nevada, so that a nuclear test can be carried out within 18 months from the decision. Nevertheless, the ratification of the CTBT is a legal and political obligation for all the Parties that signed the NPT. According to the protocol added to the NPT after the Revision Conference in 2000, the first practical step to comply with Art. 6 – Good faith participation in international negotiation on nuclear disarmament – is the importance and urgency of signatures and ratification, without delay and without conditions and in accordance with constitutional processes, to achieve the early entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
. 

The refusal from US to ratify the Treaty has been seen as a breach of the NPT. Another practical step, listed in the same protocol, is the commitment to maintain and strengthen the ABM Treaty, so also the unilateral withdrawal from ABM Treaty is equivalent to a breach of international law.
With regard to the SORT Treaty, the Nuclear Posture Review is in open contradiction with it: while the SORT establishes a number of operative deployed nuclear warheads between 1700 and 2200, to be reached in 2012, the document of the Department of Defense states a much higher number of strategic offensive nuclear weapons part of the US military forces
. Besides, Washington has recently declared its intention
 not to comply with the Moscow Treaty. The SORT has already “failed”, before the expiry date.

 2.3 The NATO nuclear policy

Despite the end of the Cold War, the end of the Warsaw Pact and the fact that in the field of conventional weapons the NATO is far superior to Russia, the maintenance of the NATO is justified by the necessity to protect the interests of the Member States and to provide stability and security in the northern Atlantic zone, in the light of the existence of nuclear weapons out of the Alliance. US nuclear weapons are present on the European territory since the beginning of the ‘50s. Today the quantity of nuclear arms has been significantly reduced, but still they persist.

	REDUCTION OF NON –STRATEGIC US NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN EUROPE


	COUNTRIES
	1975
	1985
	1992
	2002

	GERMANY
	5116
	3396
	325
	45

	GREAT BRITAIN
	1018
	1268
	300
	30

	ITALY
	439
	549
	150
	30

	BELGIUM
	40
	25
	10
	10

	TURKEY
	467
	489
	150
	15

	THE NEDERLAND
	96
	81
	10
	10

	GREECE
	232
	164
	25
	0

	TOTAL
	7406
	5972
	970
	140


The presence of nuclear weapons on European territory has a function of deterrence, making aggressions against a NATO Member less likely; Alliance’s nuclear weapons (US, France and UK ones) are the best guarantee of security for all the Member States. The dissemination of American non-strategic nuclear weapons in Europe is in accordance to the basic principles of the Alliance, that foresee the concept of nuclear sharing, according to which the weight and the risk of nuclear elements of deterrence are to be shared among the MS and not carried just by the nuclear Powers.

 Even if, usually, decisions within NATO are taken by consensus, the NATO nuclear doctrine is a direct emanation of the US one, which is determined by the US President.
 This is in contradiction with one of the basic pillars of the Alliance, which establishes equality among the Member States, as the US determines the nuclear policy, in terms both of nuclear program and of concrete development and control on armaments. The Allies have to provide the location to store nuclear weapons on their national territory: such decisions are regulated with bilateral agreements
 between the US and the Ally. Nowadays 6 European Countries are “hosting” nuclear weapons: Italy, Belgium, UK, Germany, Turkey and The Nederland. The agreements determine the framework for the classified information exchange in order to work out defense plans, to train qualified personnel in case of use of nuclear weapons and of defense from a nuclear attack, to evaluate the possibilities of a potential enemy to employ nuclear weapons and to work out a nuclear weapons delivery system. The responsibilities shared between US and the hosting Countries are determined always by bilateral agreements: the hosting Country provides for delivery system, security, transportation, location and facilities for the American personnel selected to use nuclear weapons. US provide for all the necessary technology. The NATO Member States participate to the working out of nuclear plans, but the decision to employ nuclear weapons is of exclusive competence of US and the green light to the use of nuclear weapons located in Europe is given just by the US President. 

After the first enlargement round, Russia showed concern about the possibility for the new NATO Member States to host US nuclear weapons, which meant not only a fundamental change of the geopolitical status quo, but also that all the European part of Russian Federation could be reached by the tactical NATO air force. The US Defense Department has declared in 2003 that in the future US military bases will be relocated on European territory. Even if no concrete program has been announced, Poland, Hungary, Rumania and Bulgaria are the most likely destination. Furthermore, these Countries have inherited from the Warsaw Pact the necessary facilities and infrastructures to host nuclear armaments.

The most controversial aspect of NATO nuclear doctrine is the relation with the NPT: the Member States are also Parties of the NPT. From one hand, the NATO documents declare the unconditional support to strengthen the NPT, from the other hand, the NATO nuclear program is an evident breach of the NPT. According to Art. 1 NPT, the Nuclear Powers commit themselves not to give any State nuclear arms or any nuclear device or control on nuclear arms or devices, while according to Art. 2 each non-nuclear State commits itself not to receive from any giving State any nuclear weapon or device. The contradiction between NATO nuclear doctrine and NPT obligations is one of the most debated topics during the regular revision conferences of NPT. In relation to this problem, the Parties of NPT assume different positions: according to the NATO Member States the NPT forbids openly neither the allocation of nuclear weapons on the territory of non-nuclear States nor their participation to nuclear operations’ programs. Even if they acknowledge that the use of dual capable aircraft by non-nuclear NATO Member States in wartime, to carry out nuclear tasks, is a violation of NPT, they justify it by declaring that NATO nuclear weapons are employed just in case of nuclear war, i.e. just after that NPT has failed to work. It is to be underlined that this argument has never been shared by Soviet Union / Russian Federation. 

From the other side, the seven Countries of the New Agenda Coalition (Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, Sweden and South Africa) criticized heavily the position of US, claiming that disarmament and proliferation are mutually strengthening processes, and if US does not commit itself to disarmament it will be highly unlikely that other States will not pursue proliferation. The crucial contradiction is that the NPT prohibits to Nuclear States to spread nuclear weapons beyond the national territory: this would exclude not only the presence of US nuclear weapons in the European territory, but also the control on nuclear weapons by non-nuclear States. Finally, according to the NPT, the nuclear States commit themselves not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States: on the contrary, this possibility is explicitly foreseen in the current nuclear doctrine of US and NATO, according to which employment of nuclear weapons is allowed against the threat of a biological or chemical attack by third States or non-State structures.

2.4 The counterproliferation and the scientific research.

Washington abandoned the strategy of the non-proliferation and, with open disregard of the international law, has oriented itself to a new strategy, more coherent with its assertive policy: the so-called counterproliferation, i.e. a deterrence based on the strengthening of its own nuclear superiority. The US
 claim openly not to be in condition to comply with the NPT obligations and disarmament commitment as long as other States will not be completely banned to acquire nuclear weapons. Consequently, the scientific research is aimed at developing new kind nuclear weapons. 

The research is oriented towards two directions: the first one is focused on a further evolution of already existing nuclear weapons, the second one is focused on the elaboration of new conception nuclear weapons. One of the main intents is the realization of mini-nukes, based on new principles, with limited collateral effects, to be used on the battle field, in order to delete the fundamental distinction between conventional and nuclear weapons. The research in this area is classified and the available information is very scarce. An idea of the possible scenario can be given by the effects registered after the first Gulf war and the Kosovo crisis as result of the employment of depleted uranium that caused the death of civilians and military personnel, in consequence of tumors and leukemia. 

Mini-nukes are needed since, in a multipolar nuclear world, the traditional warheads are no longer an efficient deterrence tool: this necessity is advocated by the national labs for nuclear weapons located in Los Alamos and Livermore, powerful lobbies exercising a strong pressure, in order to maintain the young scientists interested in research and development of nuclear weapons, whose maneuvering space is (or, better, should be) limited by the CTBT. To realize a nuclear warhead, it is not necessary to carry out tests producing nuclear yield, which is expressly banned by the CTBT: besides the use of powerful simulation programs, the US (followed in this case by Russia and China) carry out subcritical and non-nuclear tests, where the quantity of released nuclear energy is not significant, i.e. zero yield tests, that allow in any case the realization of a nuclear warhead, while complete nuclear tests are needed to control the degree of efficiency or deterioration of already existing nuclear warheads or to acquire nuclear weapons of new conception: this is a significant limit of the CTBT that can easily be eluded by the nuclear Powers. Furthermore, the CTBT Treaty bans just nuclear tests where a nuclear fission takes place, but it does not affect the reactions where just a nuclear fusion takes place: today such a reaction is still just theory, but this could be a possible direction undertaken by the research: to obtain a nuclear fusion not initiate by a nuclear fission, in order to pass by the international law.

2.5 Russia: partner or threat?

The Nuclear Posture Reviews clarifies the position of the US with regard to Russia: 
As a result of this review, the U.S. will no longer plan, size or sustain its forces as though Russia presented merely a smaller version of the threat posed by the former Soviet Union. Following the direction laid down for U.S. defense planning in the Quadrennial Defense Review, the Nuclear Posture Review shifts planning for America's strategic forces from the threat-based approach of the Cold War to a capabilities-based approach. This new approach should provide, over the coming decades, a credible deterrent at the lowest level of nuclear weapons consistent with U.S. and allied security. 
Although Russia is not included in the list of the immediate, potential or unexpected threats, it is anyway a source of concern for the US, since it remains the second biggest nuclear State in the world. The following excerpt of the NPR depicts in details the official position of the US Government on the matter: 
Russia maintains the most formidable nuclear forces, aside from the United States, and substantial, if less impressive, conventional capabilities. There now are, however, no ideological sources of conflict with Moscow, as there were during the Cold War. The United States seeks a more cooperative relationship with Russia and a move away from the balance-of-terror policy framework, which by definition is an expression of mutual distrust and hostility. As a. result, a [nuclear strike] contingency involving Russia, while plausible, is not expected." (p. 17) 

(U) "Adjusting U.S. immediate nuclear force requirements in recognition of the changed relationship with Russia is a critical step away from the Cold War policy of mutual vulnerability and toward more cooperative relations.” (p. 17) 

(S) "Russia’s nuclear forces and programs, nevertheless, remain a concern. Russia faces many strategic problems around its periphery and its future course cannot be charted with certainty. U.S. planning must take this into account. In the event that U.S. relations with Russia significantly worsen in the future, the U.S. may need to revise its nuclear force levels and posture." (p. 17).

This excerpt gives the impression of a significant reduction of the arms targeting Russia, but if we consider that Russia is the second nuclear Power of the world and that none of the remaining nuclear Powers has an arsenal comparable to the Russian one, we can argue that a consistent part of US nuclear arms are pointed
 at Russia. 


Anyway, it is interesting to note that a paper of the Federation of American Scientists inscribes a damage limitation attack against Russian central system as one of the 15 missions for nuclear weapons identified after the Cold War. The study is aimed at evaluating possible new nuclear missions, as the change in strategic environment, the end of the Cold War and the growing non-State threats has reduced the benefits of nuclear weapons of such enormous power, and identifies 15 possible nuclear missions. For our purposes, we will not examine all the 15 missions listed in the paper, but we will limit our analysis just to the mission concerning Russia, i.e. a disarming first strike against Russia, against its missile silos, nuclear storage depots, and other support centers. A preemptive strike against Russia could be carried out just by nuclear weapons, as the conventional arms have not the necessary yield to destroy the Russian arsenal with a single strike. Nevertheless, such a mission makes sense just in case of 100% success: in fact, in case of partial survival of Russian nuclear forces, a retaliation by Moscow would be unavoidable, ands this works possibly as deterrent for the US. 

This mission is a direct heritage from the Cold War: its reason relies on the existence per se of Russian nuclear weapons, and it is coherent with the fourth goal mentioned in the NPR: to defeat.  It is interesting to note that even after the compliance to the Moscow Treaty provisions, which limits precisely the kind of weapons eventually employed in such a case, the US would be able to accomplish this mission. Nowadays a major risk is represented by the deterioration of the Russian nuclear arsenal, which increases the danger of a launch, by accident; a first strike by Russia is to be excluded, due to the overwhelming US superiority. 

It is quite singular that, although no conflict with Russia is expected, the US arsenal is configured as if a first strike against Russia was a priority and not merely a remote possibility: the maintenance of hundreds of warheads based at sea at all times, the thousands of warheads at a high readiness level and the thousands of warheads in reserve are not certainly explicable just with reference to North Korea, Iran, Syria or even China. In terms of quantity of nuclear capability, Russia represents the most significant threats to the US security, but as this circumstances have been existing for decades, Russian nuclear weapons have become part of the geopolitical landscape, they are seen as a constant
, not as a variable: have they been considered a variable, i.e. a potential threat, US would not allow their persistence any longer. The adopted strategy of a preemptive strike is nevertheless counterproductive: it is not only extremely expensive without any or little practical advantage, but it is perceived as provocative and aggressive by the Russian Federation itself, that could be pushed to adopt dangerous behavior, such as the maintenance of large forces, the launch authority delegation and the launch on warning. 

The only efficient way to reduce the threat would be an effective cooperation aimed at reducing the nuclear armaments of both the Powers: to reduce its own armament and to finance the Russian armament reduction would be of great advantage for the US, because a smaller Russian arsenal would be easier to control and the risk of an accident would be reduced. But such a step requires a definite break with the logic of the Cold War, and as we can see in the NPR, the US are going in the opposite direction, declaring openly that, with regard to the START II Treaty,
the Russian resolution of ratification, adopted in 2000, contains unacceptable provision contrary to the new strategic framework and establishment of the New Triad. 

Russians officially declare to take note that the maneuvers of the US are not directed against them, but in the meantime they are reorganizing the Armed Forces and developing new kind of conventional and nuclear weapons, and are testing new kind of missiles. One of the first tests of this kind was performed in February 2004, and during the press conference held after the test, President Putin expressed the official view of Russian Federation about the relationship with the US:


Question: Good day, from what you said we could draw the conclusion that Russia has tested a new type of weapon. How do you think the United States will react to this news?

Vladimir Putin: You will have to put this question to our foreign partners, including our American partners. The United States are actively developing their military potential. You know that they withdrew from the ABM Treaty not so long ago. At that time they assured us that this decision was not in any way directed against the Russian Federation, and we took note of that. Indeed, the nature and level of our relations confirm what our American partners said. I can say today that our work to modernize our arms and the new weapons systems we have developed are not in any way directed at the United States. We really have become partners…

The word partners occurs frequently with regard to the US-RF relationship. Anyway Russians started to ask themselves if they are really considered a partner on equal foot with the US, and if it is so, why the Russian Federation is mentioned in the NPR as a potential enemy
.

3. RUSSIAN NUCLEAR DOCTRINE

The end of the Cold War split the Russian public opinion in two different trends: the abolitionists and the supporters of nuclear weapons. The former argued that a change has occurred in military danger scenario: while in the past the Soviet Union was threatened by States and coalitions of States, nowadays there is no State which is seriously threatening Russia from a military point of view, but all the military dangers for Russia come from inside or from the post-Soviet space and the CIS. Besides, people had enough of arms race, wars and nuclear proliferation. As a consequence, a reduction in the Armed Forces is necessary. 

This position was always a minority one: military force is more and more appreciated in Russia today. The supporters of the force claim that in spite of the changes occurred, Russia continues to be threatened, although the threats have changed character and parameters
. The sources of traditional armed conflicts (geopolitical, social and political inequality) remain unchanged, and the risk of a nuclear war caused by an accident is maybe higher than in the past, due to a wrong circumstances evaluation by the ruling class or by military experts, or to the proliferation, to the nuclear terrorism, technical problems in the launching system or mistakes in the command chain or in the communication channels, psychological pressure in critical situations and so on.

3.1 The military doctrine

In 2000 Vladimir Putin signed a number of documents setting the guidelines for Russian security policy: the Koncepcija Nacional’noj Bezopasnosti (National Security Concept) in January, and after three months, the Voennaja Doctrine Rossijskoj Federacij (Russian Federation Military Doctrine). Reading these documents, it appears clearly the fundamental role played by nuclear weapons in providing national defense and security.  The basis for the documents was laid down in 1993, the turning point in the Russian Nuclear Doctrine, when Russia broke with the Soviet
 no-first use pledge: nuclear weapons can be launched not only to repel a nuclear attack, but also in case of chemical and biological attacks, and to reply to a massive aggression carried out with conventional arms. Besides, the document explicitly specifies that in case of aggression by a non-nuclear NPT Member State to the Russian Federation, to the Russian Armed Forces or to States-Allies nuclear weapons may be used.
 So Russia has adapted to the new requirements arisen as a consequence of the change occurred in the new geopolitical configuration. Although the use of nuclear weapons is prescribed as exclusively defensive, the paragraph clearly implies a nuclear escalation, and it is a signal that Russia has accepted the idea of a contained nuclear war: nuclear weapons are not considered merely a deterrence tool, but also a means of warfighting. 

The Russians themselves consider nuclear weapons a legitimate instrument of State power and a pillar of international stability. They are considered a major symbolic feature identifying the Great Power status, together with the UNSC permanent membership: all of the five Members sitting permanently in the UNSC are nuclear States. In a stricter military perspective, nuclear weapons compensate the weakness in conventional field and in other dimensions of national power, such as economics, finance and information, so that Russia is strong and weak at the same time. Furthermore, nuclear weapons confer prestige to the Head of State
, who is also Commander in Chief of the Russian Armed Forces and is accompanied everywhere by the suitcase with the nuclear codes.

The primary target of Russian deterrence is the US and its NATO allies, source of concern in particular because after the Yugoslavian bombardments and because of the BMD project. From this point of view the situation remains basically the same as it was during the Cold War era. Nevertheless, if the Soviet Union maintained a position of equality in comparison with the US, Russia had to renounce to the principle of nuclear parity and it is learning to deter a superior enemy from a position of inferiority, reorganizing its nuclear forces and options accordingly: counterforce effectiveness, realistic launch on warning options and guaranteed delivery of warheads to targets in a second strike are regarded as new means to deter a more powerful adversary, while in the past, deterrence was based on the quantity of nuclear weapons available, that stimulated arms race. Russian deterrence ability is still active, although modified in its expressions. The main goal of Russian nuclear policy is the maintenance of the strategic balance and stability, while the US has precisely the opposite intent to modify this balance in its own favor.

Russian nuclear weapons have a huge impact from a psychological point of view, since they confer prestige to the State, but in practice they are of scarce help to face the challenges threatening Russia today: Russia is not threatened militarily by any other State, but the military conflicts it is facing are internal, and in this case the use of nuclear weapons is out of discussion, and it has never been taken seriously into consideration. The conflicting interests Russia has in the Far East with China and Japan or with the Baltic States are far to require the use of nuclear weapons, or even conventional one. What is mostly worrying Russia is the existence of armed groups located around its perimeter, that could be a source on an armed conflict, but again, up to now it does not match the requirement necessary to deploy nuclear weapons. With regard to the so-called States of concern, Russia does not look upon them as potential threats; on the contrary, most of these States used to have friendly relationships with the Soviet Union and are interested in maintaining a good cooperation level with the Russian Federation.

The Russian Military Doctrine identifies
 military risks and military threats and it establishes three different level of connection between the former and the letter:

· It exists a military risk but not a military threat;

· A military risk turns into a military threat;

· The military risk reached the threshold and for the Country an immediate military threat has arisen, that can degenerate into an armed conflict or a war. 

This classification does not include nuclear danger, which is identified as a sort of permanent danger, despite the absence of an imminent risk of nuclear war.

The immediate arising of a nuclear war might be due to several factors
:

· Unintentional or intentioned act by the personnel guarding nuclear weapons;

· A defect in the nuclear weapons control system and/or in the early warning system (interruption and false alarm); as a consequence, a non sanctioned launch of nuclear missiles;

· Anonymous provocative missile launches across the Pacific Ocean, to cause a nuclear war between Russia and US: forces may exist, which have an interest in putting both of the nuclear States one against the other;

· Nuclear terrorism.

Thus, adequate measures must be established in order to make the Armed Force and the other elements providing for national security ready to face these challenges.

3.2 Russia and US: two doctrines compared.

The Russian Federation Military Doctrine declares: 
Voennaja bezopasnost’ Rossijskoj Federacij obespečivaetsja vsej sovokupnost’ju imejuščichsja v ee rasporjaženij sil, sredstv i resursov. [Russian Federation Military Security is provided by the whole of forces, means and resources available]. Clearly, nuclear weapons are included, and, given the decline of the Armed Forces, they have a preponderant role in providing security. From the other side, the US doctrine, enunciated in the National Military Strategy of 1995, says
 that the US Armed Forces have to be ready to war and to reach victory in any conflicts, independently on where and when they may arise. The victory in case of nuclear war can be pursued by bombing the several political, economic and administrative targets. It is not clear if the expression in any conflict includes also preemptive wars. This is a major point of difference with the Russian nuclear doctrine: even if the range of scenarios for the use of nuclear weapons has become wider and wider, this use remains strictly defensive, there is no mention of a preemptive nuclear strike or war, so the Russian nuclear weapons main task is deterrence from aggression, providing Russia and its allies for security and maintain international balance and peace. 

Both of the Countries have broadened the range of scenarios requiring the use of nuclear weapons: the NPR postulates a new Triad
 based on strategic conventional and low yield nuclear weapons and it aims at deleting the distinction between the two categories: this lowers significantly the threshold set to the nuclear weapons use, while Russia has widened the action spectrum, including the possibility to counter a conventional or chemical/biological aggression with nuclear forces.

The two nuclear Powers share the concept of deterrence, but they understand it differently. Russia advocates the traditional idea of deterrence, i. e. the possibility to reply to an aggression with a nuclear retaliation, which should prevent the potential aggressors from attacking Russia: in its classical meaning, deterrence is based on reciprocity. On the contrary, US are pursuing a unilateral deterrence through counterproliferation; moreover, the American deterrence concept includes a launch on warning (carried out eventually with nuclear weapons) to the territory of a potential enemy. The combined use of conventional and nuclear forces diminishes the dependence on nuclear weapons for security and increases the potential of US deterrence. The MBD system should contribute to weaken an eventual second strike from the adversary targeted.

3.3 Russian position in relation to other nuclear Powers

As already mentioned, Russian deterrence is mainly addressed to the US, which is the only nuclear Power endowed with a vaster arsenal than Russia. Now we shall briefly analyze the position assumed by Russia in front of the other nuclear club members.

France and UK, although allies of the US and NATO Members, are not considered as potential adversaries, as their nuclear mission is to ensure national survival in extremis. Furthermore, they are universally recognized as responsible, not assertive, players on the international scenario. Some concern among the Russian experts arises in consequence of the nuclear arsenal modernization, and they prefer to keep an eye on UK, because of its likely involvement in the US NMD project, according to which radar and other support will be based in the UK territory.

With regard to China, the main task of Russian authorities is to delay as much as possible the catching-up process in nuclear field. The Russian attitude towards China is ambiguous: from one hand it is regarded as a potential partner useful to counterbalance the US hegemony, both in the Pacific region and in the world. In this light, the Sino-Russian relationship has been strengthening to the point of the joint military exercises performed in summer 2005. Furthermore, Chinese are important clients of the Russian armament market. From the other hand, Russia cannot help worrying about the rapid economic, political and demographic growth of China, that is becoming a strategic competitor of Russian leadership in the region: if China catches up nuclear parity with Russia, this could speed up the reversal process. Thus, it is quite hard to predict which direction the future development of Sino-Russian partnership will go.

Given this perspective, Indian nuclear power is welcomed as counterweight to the Chinese advancing hegemony. Although Indian missiles can reach easily Russian territory, they are not a source of concern, because it is well known that Indian rockets target Pakistan and China. Also the refusal to ratify the CTBT is not a reason for Russia to worry about. Both of the Countries share a common tradition of friendship and face similar problems, as Islamic extremism and separatism.

Pakistan is regarded much more suspiciously: its refusal to ratify the CTBT it is not considered as benignly as the Indian one. In fact, Pakistan is an historical opponent of Russia, given its support to the mujahidins during the long war that wore out the two Countries; that Pakistanis are sympathetic with Taliban Regime is not a secret to anybody. Differently from its Indian neighbor, Pakistan is not a democracy, but an authoritarian State, where the American-friendly military power is highly unstable and does not enjoy the support of its own population. In case of regime change, the Islamic bomb might become a real risk.

Russia has assumed a more relaxed attitude towards Israel’s arsenal, after the end of the US-Soviet rivalry in Middle East, and has accepted the existence of Jewish nuclear weapons as the ultimate mean to assure the State survival. Occasionally Russia points out to the Israel nuclear arsenal to denounce the double standard applied by US in the proliferation question.

4. RUSSIAN NUCLEAR ARSENAL

Nuclear weapons are divided according to the several military tasks performed, but there is no international consensus on how to classify them. The basic distinction of the different nuclear weapons rest on technical criteria, such as range, precision degree and target, but there is no coincidence between the terminology, that remain basically national one, and an international agreement on the terminology to be used does not exist yet. Confusion in this matter is almost unavoidable: for example, the missiles deployed by the Soviet Union in Cuba in 1962 were surely tactical weapons from the point of view of the range, but strategic ones from the point of view of the targets.

The NATO-Russia Glossary
 of Nuclear Terms and Definitions reports the definition Russian nuclear forces. The basic distinction concerns strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons: Strategic nuclear weapons are designed to engage objects in geographically remote strategic regions (over 5500 km) to accomplish strategic missions. In exceptional situations, strategic nuclear weapons may be used to accomplish operational missions. Strategic nuclear weapons are in service with the strategic nuclear forces. Hence, strategic nuclear weapons target in general global adversary military and economic potential and have long or intercontinental range. 

Non-strategic nuclear weapons have a closer range, and, in the Russian classification are divided in tactical and operational ones. Tactical nuclear weapons are designed to engage objects in the tactical depth of enemy deployment (up TO 300 km) to accomplish a tactical mission. Under certain conditions, tactical nuclear weapons may be involved in operational and strategic missions. Tactical nuclear weapons have usually not only a closer range but also less yield and may be used to target tactical or operative adversary military objects or against any selected activity on the battlefield (air bases, depots and reserve forces). Operational nuclear weapons are designed to engage objects in the operational depth of the enemy deployment (up to 500 km) with the purpose of accomplishing an operational mission. Under certain conditions operational nuclear weapons may be involved in the accomplishment of strategic missions and in exceptional cases in the accomplishment of tactical missions.
Besides, there is still a definition, adopted by US, that designs the nuclear forces for localized military missions: close-range missiles, grenades, 150 mm-bore pieces of ordnance, nuclear landmines.

4.1 Strategic nuclear weapons: the Triad

In the ‘50s the nuclear warheads were still heavy and missile delivery systems had not still been developed, so the deterrence was based exclusively on strategic air force, i.e. 24- hours flying heavy strategic bombers, ready, in case of danger, to launch the warheads on the targeted objects. In 1957 the first launch of the artificial satellite Sputnik, by which the Soviet Union showed to have acquired the capability to reach directly the US territory with a nuclear strike: this event boosted the race to develop missile delivery system able to transport nuclear warheads. The artificial satellites allowed the realization of an early-warning system able to control the entire planet surface. Intercontinental ballistic missiles were hair-trigged alerted, targeting enemy strategic objects and ready to launch on warning. 

The technical progress influenced radically the nuclear arsenal composition, based on a combination of three elements: land-based forces, sea-based forces and air forces. The bulk of a nuclear arsenal is represented by intercontinental ballistic missiles, endowed with multiple warheads, driven independently on different targets (the so-called MIRV, Multiple Independently Targetable Reentry Vehicles). There are also multiple warheads MARV, Maneuverable Reentry Vehicles, able to modify autonomously their own trajectory, once reentered the atmosphere, and to overtake the Ballistic Missile Defense.

The Triad is composed of:

·  Land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM), with a maximum range of 13.000 km, and in case of US and Soviet Union/Russia they take 30 minutes to reach the enemy territory;

· Submarine-launched Ballistic Missiles;

· Nuclear weapons transporting aircraft.

These three elements, differently combined, constitute the arsenal of each nuclear Power. For example, the US have the 70% of their nuclear strategic weapons located on board of submarines, while Russia, due to its geographical position, gave its preference to mobile ICBM, not employed by US
. This means that, despite the principle of numerical parity, a milestone of the Cold War terror balance, a certain degree of asymmetry was always present.

To complete this sketch of strategic weapons, we cannot avoid mentioning briefly cruise missiles, a more treacherous threat, since, flying low in the atmosphere; they are with more difficulty detected by radar and other detectors. Besides, they may be equipped with conventional or nuclear warheads and are able to modify their trajectory in order to avoid obstacles.

     4.2 Tactical nuclear weapons

Tactical nuclear weapons represent a problematic question, ignored the most of the time, and one of the reasons of it is that the distinction between strategic and tactical nuclear weapons is not always well defined. The Russian Military Doctrine does not provide a distinction between strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons, and there are many reasons for this. The NATO tactical nuclear weapons are able to reach the Russian territory, exactly like the US ICBMs; furthermore the guideline for the military ruling class do not provide any concrete application or scenario requiring tactical nuclear weapons.

The Euro missile crisis was a crisis regarding intermediate-range missile, i.e. non-strategic nuclear weapons: in fact, missiles were deployed on European territory, aimed at striking the adversary’s allies. The crisis was solved in 1987 with the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces Treaty, (INF), which obligated the Parties to withdraw the entire intermediate and medium range missile on the European soil within three years. According to the Treaty the warheads had to be removed from the missiles before the elimination of the latter, but not to be dismantled. Today, the unknown destiny of thousand and thousand of tactical removed nuclear warheads is reason of serious concern: there is no precise information about their exact number and about their state. 

Later, the Presidential Initiative, promoted in 1991 by President Bush Senior and President Gorbačev established the withdrawal of non-strategic nuclear weapons from land- and air force and navy divisions and their concentration in the central depots. Nevertheless the mentioned measures had not binding character, and no control mechanism was set up TO ensure the compliance. 

	Quantity of Non-strategic nuclear weapons RF

	Category
	Quantity

	
	1991
	2002

	Land-troops

-Mines

-Missile Forces and Artillery
	2700

-700

-6000
	500

0

500

	Navy
	5000
	1000

	BMD
	3000
	500

	Tactical Air Force
	7000
	1300

	TOTAL
	21700
	3300


Source: A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie. Problemy kontrolja i sokraščenija, Centr po izučeniju problem pazoruženija, energetiki i ekologii, Moskovskij fiziko-techničeskij institut, 2004, p. 17. http://ww.armscontrol.ru 

Despite regular discussions and meetings on the matter of tactical nuclear weapons, no concrete step for their reduction or limitation has been undertaken since 1991.

Furthermore, the role of tactical nuclear weapons has changed: if during the Cold War Soviet Union regarded them as a deterrence tool against the US tactical nuclear weapons located in Europe, today they play a fundamental role in re-equilibrating
 the weakness of Russian conventional and strategic nuclear forces. As funds to produce new warheads are difficult to collect, some experts suggest maintaining the tactical weapons warheads as part of deterrence, and thus, the Russian Armed Force carried out exercises simulating the employment of tactical warheads. 

The Russian military doctrine does not draw a clear-cut distinction between strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons, providing for different definitions: Taktičesoe JAO- JAO dlja poroženija celej v taktičeskoj i operativnoi glubine raspoloženija protivnika. K taktičeskomu JAO otnosjat nazemnye, aviacionnye i korabel’nye raketnye kompleksy različnych klassov s dal’nost’ju dejstvija do 1000 km, pakety kotorych imejut jadernyju boevujy čast’; samolety i vertolety frontovoy aviacij s jadernymi aviacionnymi bombami, torpednye apparaty, reaktivnye bombomety i artillerijskie orudija, streljajuščie jadernymi boepripasami, jadernye miny (fugasy).
 A second definition, provided by the General Staff Military Academy of Russian Federation Armed Forces does not coincide with the former: Oružije jadernoe taktičeskoe  - jadernoe oružije, ne vklučennoe v sostav strategičeskich jadernych vooruženij,sovokupnost’ jadernych boepripasov raket srednej i men’šej dal’nosti suchoputnych vojsk, VVS i VMF, artillerijskich boepripasov, jadernychminiatjurnych fugasov suchoputnych vojsk i VMF
. An estimate of Russian tactical nuclear weapons is highly imprecise, from a minimum level of 3000 to a maximum one of 20000 (the most likely range is between 7000 and 12000)
. 

One of the major problems with Russian non-strategic weapons is their guard. 

After the INF Treaty, the US has in Europe just around 140 bombs, transported by the NATO dual capability aircraft. The US seems to have 1120 tactical nuclear weapons, so divided:

· 800 falling tactical bombs;

· 320 stored in the Navy reserve arsenals

 And furthermore other 600 stored in operational arsenals 400 stored in non-operational arsenals.

The NPR re-launches the role of non-strategic nuclear weapons, underlining that they shall be maintained in Europe.

Nowadays neither US nor Russian Federation are interested in negotiations aimed at facing the matter of non-strategic nuclear weapons: US is worried about the guard state of tactical Russian nuclear weapons, but it has no intention to engage in a reduction or limitation treaty, since it does not want to reduce its tactical arsenal, and Russia is more interested in an comprehensive agreement with NATO extended to conventional armaments.
 Finally none of the two Countries is inclined to allow control measures by an external authority.

	WORLD NUCLEAR FORCES, BY NUMBER OF DEPLOYED WARHEADS, JANUARY 2004

	Country
	Strategic Warheads
	Non-Strategic War-Heads
	Total Warheads

	USA
	5 886
	1 120
	7 006

	RUSSIA 
	4 422
	3 380
	7 802

	UK
	185
	
	185

	FRANCE
	348
	
	348

	CHINA
	282
	120
	402

	INDIA
	
	
	30-40

	PAKISTAN
	
	
	30-40

	ISRAEL
	
	
	200

	TOTAL
	
	
	16 003


Source: A.KRISTENSEN, Appendix 15A. World Nuclear Forces, in SIPRI Yearbook 2004: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security, Oxford University Press, 2004, p. 628

4.3 Russian nuclear forces

According to the data reported by the SIPRI Yearbook 2004
 Russia has 7800 operational nuclear warheads, consisting of 4400 strategic and 3400 non strategic and air defense warheads. Compared with the previous year data, this means a growth of 330 units, while 70 ICBMs have been withdrawn from operational service. Besides, 9200 warheads are calculated to be in storage, some of them waiting for dismantling. The amount is calculated on the basis of the dismantling trend Russia followed since 1991, but the estimate is subject to great uncertainty.

4.3.1 Strategic nuclear forces

	RUSSIAN STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES
	
	
	

	TYPE
	NATO DESIGNATION
	NO.DEPLOYED
	YEAR FIRST DEPLOYED
	RANGE
	WARHEADS

	BOMBERS
	
	
	
	
	

	TU-95MS6
	BEAR-H6
	32
	1984
	6 500-10 5000
	192

	TU-95MS16
	BEAR-H16
	32
	1984
	6 500-10 500
	512

	TU-160
	BLACKJACK
	14
	1987
	10 500-13 200
	168

	SUBTOTAL
	
	78
	
	
	872

	
	
	
	
	
	

	ICBM
	
	
	
	
	

	SS-18
	SATAN
	120
	1979
	11 000 -15 000
	1200

	SS-19
	STILETTO
	130
	1980
	10 000
	780

	SS-24 M1
	SCALPEL
	15
	1987
	10 000
	150

	SS-25
	SICKLE
	321
	1985
	10 500
	312

	SS-27
	(Topol-M)
	36
	1997
	10 500
	36

	SUBTOTAL
	
	622
	
	
	2478

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SLBM
	
	
	
	
	

	SS-N-18 M1
	STINGRAY
	96
	1978
	6500
	288

	SS-N-20
	STURGEON
	40
	1983
	8300
	400

	SS-N-23
	SKIFF
	96
	1986
	9000
	384

	SUBTOTAL
	
	232
	
	
	1072

	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	4422


Source: A.KRISTENSEN, Appendix 15A. World Nuclear Forces, in SIPRI Yearbook 2004: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security, Oxford University Press, 2004, p. 634

The Russian nuclear arsenal, still impressive after a decade from the Soviet Union collapse is deteriorating in quality and diminishing in size. According to the Start II Treaty the arsenal was supposed to be reduced up to 3500 warheads, but as it is well known, Russia suspended the START after the US withdrawal by ABM Treaty. The lack of sufficient financial resources to be devoted to the refurbishing of the arsenal and the loss of the strategic weapons located in Ukraine ahs forced Moscow to extend in the time the service of nuclear weapons built in the ‘80s.

Currently the strategic Triad is combined as following:

· 60% Strategic Missile Forces
;

· 30% sea-based forces;

· 10% air force.

A reduction in the number of nuclear weapons has resulted in a major reorganization.

The ICBMs remain the bulk of the Russian nuclear forces, the best-preserved component and the most combat-ready, although the funds to maintain them are insufficient. The milestone of ICBM arsenal is represented by its most recent element, the SS-27, or Topol-M, even if its production is going on very slowly: in 2000 just 6 Topol-M were produced.

On the contrary, the accident occurred to the nuclear submarine Kursk, became emblematic of the situation in which is the Russian Navy, while the air force is being constituted again by acquiring aircraft of Ukrainian and Russian production (Tu-160 and Tu-95), in service at least until 2010
. Furthermore, the command and control infrastructure is subject to deterioration, and so the alarm system, composed by radar and satellites. Of 43 military satellites, some do not respond, some are at the end of their operational existence and are not at all reliable, so that the whole system is blind for a part of the day
.

The proposal to reduce strategic armaments, realized in the Moscow Treaty, was accepted by Russia mainly in order to avoid the Ministry of Defense an excessive financial charge. The other side of the coin is that a reduction in nuclear armaments could speed up the catching-up process by China, which is increasing, on the contrary, its nuclear arsenal.

To counterbalance the progressive decline of nuclear weapons and the problems connected with it, Moscow decided the production of new missiles at an affordable rate and the extension of the service life of the forces. In 2001 Russia tested the new SS-25, a new 3-staged ICBM 2002 and a post-boost vehicle, a cruise containing the warhead. Russia began to show recovering signs, by announcing a 15-years service life extension of 10 warhead SS-18s, which were supposed to be dismantled, according to the START II provisions. 

This announcement has been followed by a second one in 2003, when President Putin made public the decision to deploy tens of additional SS-19s with hundreds of warheads (each SS-19 may carry up to 6 nuclear warheads), which are supposed to enter service in 2010 until the 2030, and beyond. The deployment of the SS-27s continued during 2003: 6 silos-based missiles has been added to the arsenal, which reached the amount of 32 SS-27s by the end of the year.  An SS-27 was test-launched in March 2003, while a mobile version of the SS-27s has been tested at the end of 2004, together with other ICBM test launches.

Modernization occurs also in SSBN force: 3 Borey Class SSBNs are under construction; the first one has been scheduled to be delivered in 2005, the remaining two by 2011 or at latest 2012. Each Borey Class SSBN will be equipped with 12 new Bulava-30 (SS-N-27), a development of the SS-27 ICBM, with a range of 8000 km and MIRVed warheads.
 3 Russian SLBMs have been tested in 2003, included the new SS-N-27 Bulava, from the White Sea, launched by the modified Typhoon Class SSNB Dmitry Donskoi. The remaining two test-launched missiles were SS-N-23.

4.3.2 New strategic capability developments

Vmeste s tem, my ponimaem, čto, stoit nam oslabit’ vnimanije k takim sostavljajuščim našej oborony, kak jaderno-raketnyj ščit, u nas pojavjatsja drugie ugrozy…my i dal’še budem nastoičivo i posledovatel’no zanimat’sjastroitel’stvom Vooružennych Sil v celom, v tom čisle i ich jadernoj sostavljajuščej. U nas ne tol’ko provodjatsja issledovanija i uspešnye ispytanija novejšich raketno-jadernych sistem. Uveren, v bližajšie gody oni pojaviatsja na vooruženii. Pričem eto takie razrabotki i takie sistemy, kotorych net i v bližajšie gody ne budet u drugich jadernych gosudarstv
. With these words President Putin announced, during his annual meeting with the Russian Armed Forces leadership, that Russia is pursuing new nuclear weapons, strengthening its defense and modernizing the Armed Forced. Although it was not the first time that Russian authorities spoke in these terms, this time Putin’s speech drew attention to the matter, because it came just a few hours after that US President appointed Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice. Putin’s statement has been immediately perceived as a warning to the Bush Administration. 

The new weapons should be able to make the BMD system pointless
, being a maneuverable vehicle able to modify its trajectory during the fly and to avoid interception. President Putin declared not only that Russia is successfully testing new nuclear missile systems, but that they will be deployed in the future, without adding any further detail, and that any other nuclear Country will take a long time before catching up with Russia and to acquire such technology. 

According to Defense Analyst Ivan Safranchuk
, of the Center for Defense and Information in Moscow, the President’s statement is the result of the nuclear lobby pressure, that managed to introduce a change in the Russian defense policy, until now driven by the fight against terrorism. Namely, President Putin has underlined the necessity not to neglect the nuclear defense system, otherwise, new threats could emerge and advocated the need to carry on the fight on terrorism and at the same time to develop a complete defense system: the two necessities are parallel, not in competition. Mr. Safranchuk added that he does not believe Russian President has sent a direct message to any Country, especially US. Anyway, it is not clear, and it has not been specified to which the President was possibly referring, and a connection between nuclear weapons and terrorism seems to be highly unlikely.

The lack of details gave rise to a number of different hypotheses on which kind of weapon Russian defense is working. Non official sources talk about a subsonic cruise missile or a supersonic warhead for an already existing missile, but the most likely hypothesis is that one which refers to a  Topol-M (SS-27). According to the Russian military doctrine the Topol-M is destined to become the bulk of the Russian nuclear arsenal and in 2004 some Topol-M have been already deployed in a missile basis located in Siberia. Furthermore, due to the compliance with the START I Treaty, Russia has to eliminate all the multiple warheads missile SS-18 (Satan), which are to be replaced by at least 250-500 Topol-Ms. President Putin reminded that the resources invested in the defense industry is taken away from economic and social spheres, hence they must be invested with responsibility and effectiveness. According to the data quoted by the Russian Minister of Defense, Sergej Ivanov
 the funds allocated for the purchase of new armaments (equal nearly to 4 billions USD) will allow to acquire 4 ballistic missiles, 9 satellites, 5 booster rockets, 2 tactic missile systems Iskander-M, 17 tanks, 92 armor-plated vehicles. 

Besides, the Russian Minister of Defense announced that Russian plan to test-launch a new version of the lightweight ballistic Topol-M. In fact, in December 2004 Russia performed two test-launches. The first one took place on 22 of December: a silo-based Voyevoda ICBM has been launched from Orenburg Region and hit the target in the Kamchatka Peninsula after a 6000-km fly. Two days later, on 24 December 2004, a mobile version of the Topol-M was test-launched from the space polygon in Plesetsk, 
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Archangelsk Region. Technical data
 on the characteristics of the missile are very scarce: the Topol-M is likely to be 22,7 meters long, with a 1,95 meters’ diameter, a 47,2 tons weight, a payload equal to 1,2 tons and a range of 10000 km, thank to three motors and a flight instrumentation able to control the trajectory, making adversary detection more problematic. The test-launch, carried out in the framework of a joint program with the Space Forces, was supervised by Sergej Ivanon, the Colonnel General Nikolaj Solovtsov – Strategic Missile Force Commander- and the Minister for Economic Development and Trade German Gref. Ivanov declared that the new defense plan, foreseen for 2005, includes the purchase of some new Topol-M, but he did not specify their number. Furthermore, he announced tests also on the SLBN version of the Topol-M, the Bulava, which is, under many aspects, compatible with the former; in order to make the realization of its different components less expensive.
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Source: http://www.orbireport.com [13.09.05]         Source:http://www.orbireport.com[13.09.05]

An increase of 15%-20% of funds devoted to the Ministry of defense is expected in 2006: a Duma Senior Member, Mr. Pechtin
, has so announced after the ceremony during which the Head of Government, Mr. Mikhail Fradkov, has signed the draft budget for the next year. 2006 defense expenses are supposed to be around 23 billions USD. The funds will not only devoted to solve problems such as salaries and housing, but also to acquire ultra-modern arm systems. This is a strong signal of Russia’s determination to modernize the Armed Force. 

4.4 Russian non-strategic capability

The role of Russian non-strategic nuclear weapons is highly contradictory and the discussion on this matter is characterized by a number of divergent opinions
. The advocates of the inutility of tactical nuclear weapons claim that they cannot be used in regional conflicts, they are insufficient to provide for security in any situation, and some extreme positions go to the complete elimination of tactical arsenal, or to the refusal TO recognize deterrence potential to nuclear weapons today. 

On the other hand, supporters of tactical nuclear weapons identify a number of possible scenarios that require the employment of tactical nuclear weapons. First of all as an element of regional deterrence. In case deterrence fails, non-strategic nuclear weapons might be employed in regional conflicts; the potential areas in which regional conflicts may be employed are the Far-East (China), the South and the West (NATO). Another goal for tactical nuclear weapons use may be the de-escalation of war actions.

Official data on the amount of Russian non-strategic nuclear weapons have been never published, so the hypothetical estimate has a range from 3000 to 20000. The only certain data seems to be that Russian tactical arsenal exceeds the US one: how many times, this is more difficult to determine.

	QUANTITY OF TACTICAL NUCLEAR MUNITIONS RF

	CATHEGORY
	QUANTITY

	
	Arbatov
	D’jakov
	Handler

	Land troops
	200
	0
	0

	Air Force
	1000
	2060
	1540

	Navy
	2000
	2400
	640

	BMD and Anti- Aircraft Artillery
	600
	1250
	1200

	Total
	3800
	5710
	3380


Source: A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie. Problemy controlja i sokraščenija, Centr po izučeniju problem razoruženija, energetiki i ekologii, Moskovskij fiziko-techničeskij institut, 2004, p. 17.

According to the declaration by former Minister of Foreign Affairs Igor’ Ivanov, in April 2002, Russia accomplished its obligation derived from the taken international commitment to reduce unilaterally artillery nuclear bullets, nuclear mines and operational-tactical rocket warheads. But very recently during the preparatory works for the NPT Revision Conference, the Russian Delegation announced that Russia planned to accomplish the elimination of land-based operational-tactical warhead within 2004. 

The service-life of tactical nuclear weapons is around 15 years. This means that nowadays all the tactical weapons inherited by Soviet Union have must be withdrawn from active arsenals and stored.  The storage and the guard of Russian tactical nuclear weapons are source of concerns for the international community, since the theft of nuclear material is feared. This risk was particularly concrete during the ‘90s, when the Russian central power was weakened, in comparison with the periphery. 

The need of a new Treaty reducing tactical nuclear weapons is evident, but the decision to maintain the tactical nuclear weapons arsenals by Russian Federation and US does not allow yet any development along this direction. Particularly troubling seems to be the US position to maintain tactical nuclear weapons in NATO Countries, regarded by Russia as a strategic threat: it is difficult to imagine a different target than Russia, unless a radical change occurs in European geopolitical structure. Waiting for a more favorable atmosphere to start a negotiation in this area, Russia might take some steps to exercise a proactive 
role, and to show its readiness to discuss the matter, without undertaking any unilateral reduction of its arsenal: for example to let the exact amount of dismantled munitions known in consequence of the Presidential Initiative and the amount of munitions that still have to be subject to dismantling, or to use national budget funds, instead of US ones, to accomplish make safe the security system of nuclear weapons depots, transport and dismantling. It is not to forget that the refusal of dismantling tactical nuclear weapons can have a negative influence on the WMD non-proliferation process, since it may induce third States to acquire such weapons, that, currently, are just US and Russia prerogative.  

5. SAFEKEEPING OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL: THE LINK TO 

TERRORISM

One of the most apocalyptic scenarios often evoked by US to justify their war to Iraq and a more assertive nuclear policy is the danger that terrorist groups acquire nuclear weapons. Unfortunately this fear is not groundless. Osama bin-Laden’s speaker, declared that they have the right to kill 4 millions Americans, 2 of them children, to reach the numerical parity with them, as according to their estimate, 4 millions Muslims died in Arabic Countries in consequence of American intervention. On a pure mathematical basis
, 4 millions victims means to repeat 1400 times the attack of September the 11th, or to perpetrate a massive nuclear attack. In this light it is essential to limit as much as possible the spread of nuclear weapons: there is a very simple and direct link between proliferation and nuclear terrorist, i.e. more States have them, more possibilities have terrorist to acquire them. Thai is way the first security measure in this respect should the compliance with the NPT and the armaments reduction: fewer weapons are more easily controlled.

Particularly troubling in this perspective is Pakistan, which is mentioned as threat number one, due to its regime’s instability, the sympathy with Islamic extremism and the Indian nuclear threat. After Colonel Gheddafi’s revelation about Libyan nuclear program, it is evident that Pakistan represents a serious threat to non-proliferation.

 In case of a nuclear terrorist attack, September 11 would seem just a pale reflex of a tragedy. The international regime that was built with so many difficulties during the Cold War era with the intent to avoid the world a nuclear war is completely impotent in this situation, as it was though and created for States, which were supposed to comply with international law and to be subject to controls by the international authority. Before terrorists, the several agencies are without effective power.

5.1 Concrete threats

Dr. Alekesej Arbatov
, in his lecture Rasprostranenije jadernogo oružija i terrorism
, lists four different ways that terrorists have to acquire radiological or nuclear material and use it as a weapon. The first way is the possibility to have access to radioactive materials: beside plutonium and uranium-235 there are a lot of materials much easier to acquire, such as the cobalt’ radioisotope cesium. It is possible to use the material as a radiological weapon, with a conventional explosive, which pulverizes it and spreads the radiation into the atmosphere, causing the death of people inhaling it. It is the so-called dirty bomb, or radiological bomb. Depleted uranium has a similar effect, so this use of radioactive material was already tested during the First Gulf War and the Kosovo war in 1998, and not by terrorist groups. 

The second way consists in the occupation of a nuclear object, with the purpose to create a Černobyl effect, or to blackmail, under the threat of causing a nuclear explosion.

The third way is the access to nuclear substances, such as uranium-235 or plutonium-239, which may be employed in the construction of a primitive, but anyway powerful, devise to accomplish a terrorist attack.

The fourth way is represented by the theft of nuclear weapons from nuclear Powers arsenals, with the aim to use them in a terrorist attack. 

According to the analysts, the threat of weapons use is inversely proportional to the materials and device’s accessibility. In fact, radioactive isotopes and radiological arms were already employed to contaminate places and people; they are easily achievable, as they are spread in significant quantity practically everywhere, being employed in research, medical and chemical field, but their use is not enough attractive for terrorists, who, in this case, prefer to rely on chemical weapons, that are of more effect and more easily accessible, as the terrorist attack in Tokyo subway has shown us. 

The second way consists of the attack to a nuclear object. In the world today there exist 438 energy nuclear reactors, 277 research nuclear reactors and other countless nuclear objects: storehouses of used nuclear fuel, plants to enrich uranium, chemical factories where used nuclear fuel is re-elaborated and so on. A considerable quantity of nuclear substances is in transit, by train, or by ship and they are really vulnerable. Hence, it is pretty simple to have access to these objects. The effect, in this case, would be significant, but the scarce flexibility of the objects-weapons make them less attractive: to occupy a nuclear plant in South America would not act impressively on those States, which are known to be terrorists’ target: US and Russia, Western Europe, Japan. That is way this kind of threat is particularly troubling for Russia, which hosts on its soil a quite high number of potential objects: 29 nuclear reactors, an enormous quantity of used nuclear fuel reserves and so on. Despite the improvements in safeguarding, the situation is not such to allow Russians to relax. As this issue is crucial for Russian security, a consistent part of the budget assigned to defense should be devoted to protection of such nuclear sites, possibly widening the presence of special troops, providing for security.

The theft of nuclear material is certainly the most dangerous threat. In the world, beside the already mentioned nuclear objects, there is also an enormous amount of nuclear arms materials: just on the Russian territory 1200 tons of uranium-235 and 120 tons plutonium are present. In the US 100 tons of plutonium, 800 tons of uranium-235, not to mention the remaining hundreds and hundreds of uranium spread all over the world. Detailed information about how to construct a primitive nuclear device is mostly available on the web, without mentioning unemployed scientists and specialists experts in the subject and available on the market, if well remunerated. Even a minimal quantity of uranium is sufficient to realize a homemade bomb: less than 100 kg enriched uranium, and laboratory conditions. The major threat is the possibility for terrorists to acquire nuclear materials and realize a bomb by themselves. to this use, uranium-235 is more suitable than plutonium, which needs a complex construction. Even the delivery system does not need to be sophisticated: terrorists do not need to acquire a rocket, but a truck parked somewhere would be suitable to the purpose.

The worst and most worrying eventuality is the last one, i. e. the theft of one or more nuclear weapons, with which to carry out a terrorist attack. In this case, the dreadful scenario depicted by Robert McNamara in his essay Apocalypse soon might come true. Anyway, the access to nuclear weapons is difficult to gain. Strategic nuclear weapons are stored together with the vehicles in special locations and are reliably guarded: to take them out is almost impossible, as there are double and triple defense systems. More complicated is the situation of tactical nuclear weapons, that are stored in depots separately by the vehicles. Not all-tactical nuclear weapons are kept safe as they ought to be, and access to them is easier, at least compared to access to strategic weapons. In this light Russia has accepted cooperation and financial support by the US, to provide security.

5.2 Security measures

The safekeeping state of Russian nuclear materials and weapons is a source both of concern and of discussion. Russia denies theft of nuclear material and claims to take all the necessary steps to protect it. Anyway the lack of transparency foments suspects and distrust. Controversial is the issue of nuclear suitcases, containing the so-called mininukes, small-sized nukes that may be contained in a suitcase. In 1997, General Lebed’, former Head of the Security Council of the Russian Federation declared that some nuclear suitcases were missing from the arsenal. The announcement was made during a conference held in the US. Later General Lebed’ retracted, under the pressure of his colleagues. Despite a so unambiguous declaration, evidence is still to be given that nuclear suitcases have been stolen. In fact, such suitcases cannot have been stolen, simply because the Soviet arsenal
 was not endowed with such devices. Furthermore, General Lebed’ was known as a man who loved doing controversial announcements, so there is the suspect he made such statement just because the auditory was waiting a similar statement.

The Ministry of Defense is directly responsible for providing security to nuclear weapons. 20 arsenals located in different Russian regions are under the competence of the 12th Ministry of Defense Glavnoe Upravlenije. The transportation of expiring nuclear material to MINATOM
 factories for reprocessing and re-using is also competence of the 12th Glavnoe Upravlenije experts.  

The Ministry of Defense Sergej Ivanov, during his speech in occasion of the first joint NATO-Russia exercises Avarija
 2004, held at the polygon near Olenogorsk, in Murmansk Region, declared that neither during the Soviet era nor during the Russian independence years, there were attempts by the terrorists to steal nuclear weapons: K sožaleniju, v raznych regionach mira razduvajut mysl’ o tom, čto rossijskoe jadernoe oružije zaščiščaetsja nekačestvenno i nenadežno. Eto-mif.
 Russia is fully aware of the responsibility derived from nuclear weapons and eventual nuclear accidents, that is why it is giving the matter its full attention.


http://alenos.piranho.de [16-09.2005] The Murmansk Region, where the first jont NATO-Russia   excercise were performed in August 2004.
AVARIJA 2004

From the 3rd TO the 5th August 2004 in the Murmansk Region, Olenogorsk polygon, joint NATO-Russia exercises took place. NATO experts observed the Russian troops exercises Avarija 2004, about nuclear weapons wagons defense and reaction to terrorist attacks. Following the scenarios, terrorists attacked auto lines or convoys with the purpose to seize the nuclear weapons. The wagon security pretended to repel the terrorist assault before other forces arrived: helicopters and armored vehicles. Submarine personnel also simulated the detection and evacuation of a container with nuclear weapons from a sunken ship. 50 experts of 17 NATO Countries took part to the exercises, who, for the first time observed such a military exercise performed by Russian troops. During his speech, Defense Minister Sergej Ivanov says that Russia decided to perform an open exercise to show its capability to provide nuclear weapons with security. to the exercise Avarija 2004 more than 1 000 people, including 700 soldiers of the Russian Federation Ministry of Defense, and representatives of Leningrad and Moscow military districts, Air Forces, Antiaircraft, Northern Fleet Navy helicopters and the Special Divisions of Russian Ministry for Extraordinary Situations and of the Atomic Energy Federal Agency.

http://www.nato.int [16.09.2005]

In dealing with nuclear weapons the Ministry of Defense is subject to a number of Government decrees issued in 1996:

· Koncepcija obespečenij bezopasnosti jadernogo oružija
;

· Položenije o funkcional’noj podsisteme reagirovanija i likvidacij posledstvij s jadernym oružijem v RF i edinoj gosudarsvennoj sistemy preduprepreždenija i likvidacij črezvyčainych situacij
;

and the Federal Program Povyšenije bezopasnosti jadernogo oružija na 1997-2003 gg
.

These norms regulate the activity providing for nuclear and radioactive security, taking into account the most recent social and economic situation, the increasing social tension, the raising criminality and extremism, the increase in amount of technical accidents. In these circumstances, the first step undertaken by the Ministry of Defense was to sharpen the measures, which regulate the physical access to the nuclear weapons locations, where they are stored together with technical facilities. During the work with nuclear munitions it is in force the rule no less than two: this means that on each piece 3 specialists work, and that the access to nuclear weapons must be properly sanctioned by the person in charge. Each stage of the job and each operation carried out are registered and the person on duty signs the protocol. The nuclear weapons state is checked continuously and each transport, shift or transfer is retained in the register. to identify nuclear damages, in case they happen in a nuclear weapons permanent storehouse, special-damages equip is in force.

Transfer and transport of nuclear weapons is a more vulnerable issue, from the point of view of providing security. This was a matter of particular concern during the first ‘90s, when Russia recovered hundreds and hundreds of nuclear munitions coming from the former Soviet States. In these circumstances, Russia profited of US, UK and France technical and financial assistance and cooperation in providing security during the transportation. In June 1992 RF and US signed a framework Agreement on secure and reliable nuclear weapons transport, storage and obliteration. On the basis of the mentioned agreement, in 1995 a partnership was drawn by the US and the RF Ministries of Defense, establishing cooperation on safe nuclear munition transport and keeping. Accordingly, the Russian Defense Ministry was provided with special covering and supercontainers to keep nuclear weapons safe, and with facilities to settle nuclear damage consequences. The US provided 100 special wagons for nuclear weapons transport and 15 wagons for the security. UK and France provided respectively 150 and 30 supercontainers. These measures were a significant contribution to enhance the nuclear weapons security system during their transportation. 

As a result of the compliance with multilateral and unilateral obligation for armaments reduction, the number of nuclear objects containing nuclear weapons is notably diminished, if compared with 1991. This gave the chance to strengthen the whole security system, including the weapons inventory. According to the mandatory requirements, nuclear sites are located in isolated and thoroughly defended areas. Depots buildings are able to resist an air bomb strike and are equipped with autonomous systems able to guarantee the life.

During the last years additional defense measures were taken, to ensure nuclear storehouses. In more than 100 Russian depots the external perimeter has been fortified, and modern defense technical devices have been installed. Furthermore, a computerized nuclear weapons inventory system has been adopted, able to monitor in real time the route of each nuclear weapon from its production to its dismantling and destruction. Controls on the personnel having access to nuclear weapons have been enhanced, thanks to the introduction of lies detectors and alcohol and drug tests. All these measures were undertaken on the basis of the mentioned agreements and with a major financial contribution by US. 

5.3 Cooperation?

Since the international agencies are at the moment impotent to act efficiently against nuclear terrorism and since Russian Federation and US together represent the 95% of nuclear weapons world reserves. A joint partnership between the two Nuclear Powers, and eventually including China as raising power, seems to be now as the unique mean to avert a nuclear terrorist attack. Professor Kokošin, quoting Graham Allison, lists three steps to reach the goal:

· The Gold Standard, i. e. security measures matching the Fort-Knox standards; 

· The 3 no: no lost nuclear munitions, no new nuclear weapons and above all no new nuclear States

· A reliable non-proliferation regime, able to stop the sell and export of nuclear technology, materials and know-how.

Despite the urgent necessity of cooperating against a threat rightly perceived as a common one, the divergence of interests in other areas has a negative effect. Russia claims to play the same Great-power role that Soviet Union used to play and the US refuses to take Russia as a partner on equal foot, trying to take advantage of the weakened position of the partner: i
 eto sotrudničestvo dolžno byt’ po-nastojaščemy ravnopravnym i vzaimovygodnym. Ho takovym ono možet byt’ tol’ko togda, kogda bolee moščnyi i bogatyj partner (kakovym na dannom otrezke istorii mirovoj politiki javljajutsja SŠA) s bol’šim vnimanijem otnositsja k interesam, mneniju drugogo partnera, ne pytajas’ izvleč’ nikakich odnostoronnych preimuščestv iz sobstvenno sotrudničestva v dannoj konktretnoj sfere. Pri etom očen’ važnym javljaetsja i bolee širokij meždunarodnyj kontekst dvustoronnich rossijsko-amerikanskich otnošenij na arene mirovoj politiki v celom
. Russia fears, and not groundlessly, that US might use this kind of partnerships, such as the Global Threat Reduction Initiative, which expands the cooperation beyond the Russian boarders, to challenge
 Russian influence in the post-Soviet space. 


CONCLUSION


Fifteen years after the end of the Cold war, the confrontation between Russian Federation and US still exists. Command and control procedures are the same of  forty years ago, and strategies as well
. Russian and American nuclear weapons are still targeting each other.

From the other side, the emerging new threats, i. e.  WMD and terrorism, together with modernization and research in nuclear field, make some experts speak about a second nuclear age.


That is why Russia has adopted a layered defense policy , where the new threats (terrorism and WMD) did not replace the old ones: together with traditional territorial disputes, boarders instability, armed regional conflicts, US is still regarded by Russian a s a threat, even if a direct confrontation with them seems to be a remote possibility, and it is not sought neither by Russians nor by Americans. Russian declared their Armed Forces are even nomore traing for a large scale confrontation. Nevertheless, a number of reasons is source of concern for Russia: 

-US military interventionism

-the BMD;

-the US military presence in the former Soviet space;

-the overwhelming military superiority of US.


Furthermore, while US is boosting military expenditures and expanding its  power and military presence everywhere and globally, Russia still has a limited military budget
, and it is concentrating its foreign policy on the former Soviet space and consolidating its presence in its traditional areas of influence. In this scenario, Russian Ministry of Defense claims Russian Armed Forces (whose bulk are nuclear forces) are a stabilizer of current international system and global stability. The main factor altering the international stability is undoubtfully the US. Hence, deterrence has remainde a guarantee of international system stability. 

 
Nuclear weapons are also regarded as the vital element to guarantee Russia’s national security and the security of its allies. Despite the declaration that Russian Armed Forces are not training for large-scale conflicts, some official documents of the ministry of defense consider also this possibility, and state that Russian Armed Forced are trained to repel two regional attacks at the same time, presumably coming from west (NATO) and east (US, Japan, and recently China). Due to a disastrous condition of conventional forces, national security is totally committed to nuclear weapons. This implies a change in the Military Doctrine, that from 1993 explicitely regards the possibility to employ nuclear weapons to repel a massive conventional attack.


The fact that the bulk of Armed Forces is represented by nuclear weapons has also some implication on the military reform process, that has practically been stopped. Nuclear weapons are seen as the ultimate and infallible resource to repel a massive conventional attack: this view heavily reliant on nuclear weapons, contributed to spread the convintion according to which Armed Forces do not need to be reformed, but only to be modernized, i. e. endowed with modern and high-tech weapons. Nuclear weapons are a sort of excuse not to proceed with the necessary reforms
 and to tolerate the many deficiencies of conventional forces.


Under Putin’s presidency the debate
 about Armed Forces Reform was intense and saw advocates of conventional forces reforms opposite to nuclear weapons supporters. Until 2004 the advocates of necessity to reform and modernize Armed Forces and to strengthen conventional forces to the detriment of nuclear weapons (anyway not cheap to mantain) seemed to have gained President’s support, even though a drastic reduction of nuclear arsenal was avoided. The withdrawal from ABM Treaty by US changed the scenario, and it tipped the scales in favour of nuclear weapons supporters. As it is known, Russia  replied by suspending the START II: this gave them the chance to endow Russian nuclear forces with the weapons banned by the agreement, i. e. heavy missiles and MIRVing. The suspension  of START II had also economic consequences
: Russia had nomore to replace and modernize urgently their strategic nuclear forces,  because they could mantain multiple warhead missiles.


Miniaturization of nuclear weapons undertaken by US is regarded by Russian official as an highly destabilizing factor: some Russian experts claim the necessity to develop further research in this direction, in order to keep the pace with US, maintain international stability and ensure Russia’s security in  every situation.


The relationship with US is quite ambiguous: from one side, the common threats (WMD and terrorism) gave rise to a wide range  of cooperation programs in nuclear field. From the other side, Russia uses its nuclear arsenal to be more assertive in front of US and to say clearly you cannot ignore Russia
. Russian nuclear weapons compensate in part for its weakness, and play also a psychological role, giving Russia more self-confidence on the international arena. This message is very clear in Putin’s statement of November the 17th 2004: effektivnye, boesposobnye Vooružennye Sily – eto važnejšij faktor zaščiščajuščij Rossiju ot ljubych form voenno-političeskogo davlenija nln potencial’noj agressii.



For the next decades Russia will likely remain the second world nuclear power, thanks to the scientific, technical, and recently also financial resources devoted to this field. Deterrence is regarded as the main focus of Russian nuclear policy, and it is mainly addressed  to US. During the last years China has become the new target of Russian deterrence, to mantain the gap with China as longer as possible and delay the catching-up process in the only field in which Russia is effectively superior. Russian deterrence against US has, differently from the past, has a role of nuclear equalizer
:  the US- Russia bilateral relationship is highly asymmetric, and Russian nuclear arsenal is an effective way to balance a relation otherwise tipped in favour of US, with particular regard to technology and conventional weapons.


In spite of the divergent interests in several fields, the nuclear terrorism threat is a powerful glue that will make the US- Russian Federation partnership work, even though the Iran affair, and the supposed lack of security in Russian nuclear sites makes US think of Russia more as a problem that a possible solution to the proliferation question. As evidence of Russian commitment to non-proliferation, analysts stress the effectiveness Russia had in recovering nuclear weapons from the former Soviet Republics of Ukraine, Belarus’ and Kazachstan, when proliferation was an immediate danger. Today Russia does not regard North-Korea and Iran as an immediate threat for its national security, and it is determined to go on with its nuclear energy cooperation programme, despite Washington’s concern. A more cooperative partnership in non-proliferation and disarmament will be possible if US approaches Russia more as an equal partner than a subordinate one. Just in this case Russia could put its considerable expertise, knowledge and resources in nuclear field to achieve not only national interest but also the international community one.
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The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty





To exhaust the list of the main international treaties relative to the nuclear weapons, it is necessary to mention the ABM Treaty, signed by Nixon and Brežnev in 1972. The Treaty had unlimited extension in the time, but each of the two Parties had the right to withdraw form the Treaty, in case of extraordinary events damaging their national interest. According to the Treaty, each of the two Parties had the right to realize no more than two ABM Systems containing no more than 100 launchers each, in order to protect, beside Moscow and Washington, just one further area in which land –based missiles were located. The aim of the Treaty was the limitation of the ABM, but maintaining the second strike option for eventual retaliation against the enemy. In fact, with an extended protection to the cities, the deterrence principle would not have worked in the proper way, increasing in each of the Parties the temptation of a first strike.


In 1974 a protocol was added to the Treaty that reduced to one the number of ABM system allowed to be maintained: the Soviet chose again to protect Moscow, the Americans maintained it in North Dakota, where the land-based ICBM were located.








� The terminology used to identify nuclear weapons is slightly different from country to country. We report the different definition used in Russia and in the US, as given in the NATO-Russia Glossary of nuclear terms and definitions:


RU: Strategic nuclear weapons are designed to engage objects in geographically remote strategic regions (over 5500 km) to accomplish strategic missions. In exceptional situations strategic nuclear weapons may be used to accomplish operational missions.


US: Land-based ballistic missiles with range over 5500 kilometers, modern submarine-launched ballistic missiles and heavy bombers. 


Besides strategic nuclear weapons, there are also non-strategic nuclear weapons: tactical and operational theater nuclear forces.


� HYPERLINK http://www.nato.int/docu/glossary/eng-nuclear ��www.nato.int/docu/glossary/eng-nuclear�  [13.06.2005]





� C. TOSI, Chi smaltisce le bombe di Mosca, in LIMES, n.6/2004, Gruppo Editoriale L’Espresso, Roma, 2004, pag.105.


� G.K.CROMOV, Jadernoe oružie: Sovremennyj balans sil, p. 8 in: � HYPERLINK http://www.armscontrol.ru ��www.armscontrol.ru� [20.06.2005]


� Article I: Each Party shall reduce and limit strategic nuclear warheads, as stated by the President of the United States of America on November 13, 2001 and as stated by the President of the Russian Federation on November 13, 2001 and December 13, 2001 respectively, so that by December 31, 2012 the aggregate number of such warheads does not exceed 1700-2200 for each Party. Each Party shall determine for itself the composition and structure of its strategic offensive arms, based on the established aggregate limit for the number of such warheads. � HYPERLINK "http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/05/20020524-3.html" �http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/05/20020524-3.html� [27.07.05.]





� � HYPERLINK http://www.foreignpolicy.com ��http://www.foreignpolicy.com�   [16.06.2005]


� � HYPERLINK http://www.foreignpolicy.com ��http://www.foreignpolicy.com�  [16.06.2005]


� � HYPERLINK http://www.globalsecurity.org ��http://www.globalsecurity.org� [06.09.2005]


� � HYPERLINK http://www.globalsecurity.org ��http://www.globalsecurity.org� [06.09.2005]





� A. BARACCA, A volte ritornano: il nucleare. La proliferazione nucleare, ieri, oggi e soprattutto domani, Ed. Jaca Book, Milano, 2005, pp. 268-269.


� � HYPERLINK http://www.basicint.org ��http://www.basicint.org� [09.09.2005]


� � HYPERLINK http://www.foreignpolicy.com ��http://www.foreignpolicy.com�  [16.06.2005]


� The United States will not cut its nuclear arsenal to levels designated by an arms accord it concluded two years ago with Russia because it must hedge against an uncertain future, a top administration official announced. � HYPERLINK http://www.channelnewsasia.com ��www.channelnewsasia.com� [09.09.2005]


� Data: A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie. Problemy kontrolja i sokraščenija, Centr po izučeniju problem pazoruženija, energetiki i ekologii, Moskovskij fiziko-techničeskij institut, 2004, p. 42.


 � HYPERLINK http://www.armscontrol.ru ��http://www.armscontrol.ru� 


� A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie. Op. cit., p. 44.


� The so- called Agreement for Cooperation for Mutual Defense Purposes. A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie, p. 51.


� A. BARACCA, A volte ritornano: il nucleare. La proliferazione nucleare, ieri, oggi e soprattutto domani, cit., p. 280.





� � HYPERLINK http://www.globalsecurity.org ��http://www.globalsecurity.org� [06.09.2005]


� � HYPERLINK http://www.globalsecurity.org ��http://www.globalsecurity.org� [06.09.2005]





� In spite of current doctrine, the U. S. nuclear arsenal looks much as it would if a disarming surprise first strike against Russian forces were its paramount picture. I. OELRICH, Missions for Nuclear Weapons after the Cold War, The Federation of American Scientists Occasional Paper no. 3, January 2005, p. 5.


� HYPERLINK http://www.fas.org ��http://www.fas.org� 


� I. OELRICH, Missions for Nuclear Weapons after the Cold War, op. cit., p. 55


� � HYPERLINK http://www.globalsecurity.org ��http://www.globalsecurity.org� [06.09.2005]


� � HYPERLINK http://www.acronym.org.uk ��http://www.acronym.org.uk� [28.07.2005]


� No ved’v čisle izgoev net ni Velikobritanij ni Francij, a est’ partner Rossija. Ili ona vovse ne partner? V. STARODUBOV, Rossija-CŠA: Global’naja Zavisimost’, Izdatel’stvo AO Molodaja gvardija, Moskva, 2004, p. 151.


� S.A. TJUŠKEVIČ, Novyj predel mira, Izdatel’stvo Prospekt, Moskva, 2003, p. 248.


� The first-strike option is foreseen in the US, UK and France nuclear doctrines. V. STARODUBOV, Rossija-SŠA: global’naja nezavisimost’, op. cit., p. 204.


� Rossijskaja Federacija ostavljaet za soboj pravo na primenenije jadernogo oružija v otvet na ispol’zovanije protiv nee i (ili) ee sojuznikov jadernogo i drugich vidov oružija massovogo uničtoženija, a tagže v otvet na krupnomaštabnuju agressiju c primenenijem obyčnogo oružija v kritičeskich dlja nacional’noj besopaznosti Rossijskoj Federacij situacijach. Rossijskaja Federacija ne primenit jadernogo oružija protiv Gosudarst-Učastnikov DNJaO, ne obladajuščich jadernym oružijem krome kak v slučae napadenijana Rossijskuju Federaciju, Vooružennye Sily Rossijskoj Federacij ili drugie vojska, ee sojuznikov ili na Gosudarstvo s kotorym ona imeet objazatel’stva v otnošenij besopaznosti. Voennaja Doktrina Rossijskoj Federacij, in: A.R. TUZIKOV, Osnovy Geopolitiki, Korpus, Moskva, 2004, p.160.


� Art. 87. Par. 1 Russian Federation Constitution: Il Presidente della Federazione di Russia è il comandante Supremo delle Forze Armate della Federazione di Russia. P. BISCARETTI DI RUFFIA, Costituzioni Straniere Contemporanee, Vol. II : Le costitnuzioni di sette Stati di recente ristrutturazione, Giuffrè Editore, Milano, 1994, p. 272


� S.A. TJUŠKEVIČ, Novyj predel mira, op.cit., p. 254.


� S.A. TJUŠKEVIČ, Novyj predel mira,op.cit., p. 254


� Voennaja Doktrina Rossijskoj Federacij, in: A.R. TUZIKOV, Osnovy Geopolitiki, op.cit. p. 160.


� V.S.KOLTUNOV, Strategičeskie jadernie cily SŠA i Rossii: sostav, jadernie doktrini i programmy razvitija, p. 5. http:// � HYPERLINK http://www.armscontrol.ru ��www.armscontrol.ru�  [20.06.2005].


� The New Triad postulated by the NPR is composed of: 


Offensive strike systems (both nuclear and non-nuclear); 


Defenses (both active and passive); 


A revitalized defense infrastructure that will provide new capabilities in a timely fashion to meet emerging threats.


 � HYPERLINK http://www.globalsecurity.org ��http://www.globalsecurity.org� [06.09.2005]


� This paragraph is based on the study Russia and the future of nuclear policy, by Dmitri Trenin, available on the web-site � HYPERLINK http://aei.pitt.edu ��http://aei.pitt.edu� 





� The Glossary contains terms and definitions relevant to the various topics covered by the NATO-Russia Council member nations during nuclear consultations. The terminology explained in this document will contribute to enhanced transparency and to a better mutual undertanding of NATO and Russian Federation nuclear weapons issues. � HYPERLINK http://www.nato.int/docu/glossary ��http://www.nato.int/docu/glossary� [13.06.2005]


� G. K. CHROMOV, Jadernoe Oružie: covremennyj balans cil, p. 3


� HYPERLINK http://www.armscontrol.ru ��http://www.armscontrol.ru� [20.06.2005]


� A. BARACCA, A volte ritornano, op. cit. p. 271


� A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie. Op. cit., p. 8. 


� A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie. Op. cit., p. 8.


� A. BARACCA, A volte ritornano, op.cit. p. 271.


� A. BARACCA, A volte ritornano, op.cit. p. 273.


� : A.KRISTENSEN, Appendix 15A. World Nuclear Forces, in SIPRI Yearbook 2004: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security, Oxford University Press, 2004, p. 633


� A detailed description of the tasks performed by the RF SMF is contained in the NATO-Russia Glossary of Nuclear Terms and Definitions: Strategic Missiles Forces: One of the services of the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation, the mission of which is to deter possible aggression through the use of nuclear weapons or, in the event of such aggression to destroy, either alone or as part of the national strategic nuclear forces, the strategic installations that form thebasis of the enemy’s military and economic potential. In addition, the Strategic Missile Forces provide warning of ballistic missile attack and maintain constant surveillance of space. They are charged with destroying enemy space intstallation and ballistic missiles and also give warning of foreign intelligence-gathering and other spacecraft. They support force groupings in the theater at operational and tactical level. The essential characteristic of the Strategic Missile Forces are their enormous destructive capability, their high level of readiness and their extreme rapidity of action,combined with virtually unlimited range, high precision, the ability to prepare in secret, all-weather capanility and a high degree of survivability. They consist of central military command and control organizations, major missile formations amde up of missile divisions and regiments, tactical and major missile formations made up of missile divisions and regiments, tactical and major missile and space defence formations,as well as units and organizations responsible for launching and controlling space aircraft, agencies, production facilities, research organizations and military education establishments.


� HYPERLINK http://www.nato.int/docu/glossary ��http://www.nato.int/docu/glossary� [13.06.2005]


� D. TRENIN, Russia and the future of nuclear policy, in: Nuclear Weapons: a great debate, Chaillot Paper no. 48, Institute for Security Studies, Western European Union, Paris, 2001


 � HYPERLINK http://aei.pitt.edu ��http://aei.pitt.edu� [20.6.2005]


� A. BARACCA, Ritorna l’incubo nucleare, in: � HYPERLINK http://www.intermarx.com ��http://www.intermarx.com� [09.06.2005]


� A. KRISTENSEN, Appendix 15A. World Nuclear Forces, op.cit., p. 635.


� � HYPERLINK http://www.kremlin.ru ��http://www.kremlin.ru� [12.09.2005]


� Even China seems to be at work to elaborate a weapon able to overcome the US BMD system. A. BARACCA, A volte ritornano: il nucleare, op. cit. p. 311. 


� � HYPERLINK http://www.voanews.com ��http://www.voanews.com� [08.06.2005]


� � HYPERLINK http://www.disarmo.org ��http://www.disarmo.org� [08.06.2006]


� � HYPERLINK http://www.paginedidifesa.com ��http://www.paginedidifesa.com� [08.06.2005]


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.paginedidifesa.it" ��http://www.paginedidifesa.it� [13.06.2005]


� A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie, op.cit., p. 16.


� A.S. D’JAKOV, E.V. MJASNIKOV, T.T. KADYŠEV, Nestrategičeskoe jadernoe oružie, op.cit., p. 69.


� A. A. KOKOŠIN, Zametki o probleme jadernogo terrorisma v sovremennoj politike, URSS, Moskva, 2004, p. 14.


� Dr. Arbatov has been Member of the Russian State Duma and vice-president of the Duma Comitee for defense.


�� HYPERLINK http://www.armscontrol.ru ��http://www.armscontrol.ru� [23-06.2005]. 





� A. A. KOKOŠIN, Zametki o probleme jadernogo terrorisma v sovremennoj politike, p. 12.


� Ministerstvo Atomnoj Energij.


� The joint exercises Avarija 2004, performed in the NATO-Russia Council framework were aimed at settling nuclear weapons accidents consequences. A. A. KOKOŠIN, Zametki o probleme jadernogo terrorisma v sovremennoj politike, op. cit., p. 13.


� [Unfortunately in several world’s region it is spreading the idea that Russian nuclear weapons safe-keeping is not a quality one and not reliable. This is a myth.] A. A. KOKOŠIN, Zametki o probleme jadernogo terrorisma v sovremennoj politike, op. cit., p. 13.


� [Nuclear Weapons Security Concept]


� [Norms  about functional subsystem of reaction and settling nuclear weapons consequences in the RF and united State warning and extraordinary situation settling system.]


� [Nuclear Weapons Security Raising in 1997-2003 years.]


� A. A. KOKOŠIN, Zametki o probleme jadernogo terrorisma v sovremennoj politike, op. cit., p. 22.


� [This cooperation must be on equal rigts and mutually advantegeous. But it may be such, just when the more powerful and reacher partner (which in this fragment of world policy history is the US) approaches carefully TO the interests and opinions of the other partner, without seeking TO obtain unilateral advantages from the cooperation itself in the given field. In this circumstances a wider international context of the bilateral Russian-American relationship is very important on the world policy arena]


� C. TOSI, Chi smaltisce le bombe di Mosca, op. cit. p. 110


� Ideja razoružajuščego pervogo jadernogo udara pojavilas’ u amerikanskich strategov ešče vo vremena Maknamary. [The idea of a first disarming nuclear strike appeared among the American strategists already during McNamara’s times]. V. Starodubov, Rossija-SŠA, op. cit., p. 48.


� Dmitri Trenin, Russia’s Nuclear Policy in the 21st Century Environment, in: � HYPERLINK http://www.carnegie.ru ��www.carnegie.ru� [03.10.2005]


� In terms of percentage, the Russian military budget is only 5% of the American one, taking into account the exchange-rate. Dmitri Trenin, Russia’s Nuclear Policy in the 21st Century Environment, in: � HYPERLINK http://www.carnegie.ru ��www.carnegie.ru� [03.10.2005]


� Steven A. Miller, Moscow’s Military Power: Russia’s Search for Security in a Age of Transition, in: � HYPERLINK http://www.carnegie.ru ��www.carnegie.ru� [15.09.2005]


� Dmitri Trenin, Russia’s Nuclear Policy in the 21st Century Environment, in: � HYPERLINK http://www.carnegie.ru ��www.carnegie.ru� [03.10.2005]





� Rose Gottemoeller, Nuclear Necessity in Putin’s Russia, in: � HYPERLINK http://www.armscontrol.org ��www.armscontrol.org� [13.09.2005].


� Rose Gottemoeller, Nuclear Necessity in Putin’s Russia, in: � HYPERLINK http://www.armscontrol.org ��www.armscontrol.org� [13.09.2005].


� � HYPERLINK http://www.kremlin.ru ��http://www.kremlin.ru� [12.09.2005]. [Effective Armed Forces are the principal factor defending Russia from any military-political pressure or potential aggression.]


� Dmitri Trenin, Russia’s Nuclear Policy in the 21st Century Environment, in: � HYPERLINK http://www.carnegie.ru ��www.carnegie.ru� [03.10.2005]








PAGE  
64

