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TOM COLLINA:  Welcome, everybody.  I think we’re going to get started.  Thank you for being here for our briefing on the Moscow summit and the START Treaty process.  This is sponsored by the Arms Control Association.  My name is Tom Collina.  I’m the research director, newly minted, at the Arms Control Association.  

This is my second week and I’m very happy to be here.  For those of you who don’t know me, I’ve been in the community working on these issues for about 20 years at former organizations such as the Institute for Science and International Security, the Union of Concerned Scientists, and other organizations.  So again, very happy to be here.  

And if you’re not familiar with the Arms Control Association, ACA is an independent membership organization dedicated to practical solutions to the world’s most serious global security challenges, and we work to strengthen U.S. and global security by reducing threats posed by the world’s most dangerous weapons.

And today we’ll be talking about some of the world’s most dangerous weapons, which of course is the U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals.  And if you’re like me, you just finished watching the Moscow summit and the fireworks that were happening over there in Moscow.  And it’s sometimes easy to forget that the nuclear arsenals are there, given the lack of attention that has been paid to these arsenals in the last few years, but the Moscow summit certainly reminded us that they are indeed there.

And the end of the Cold War and the Bush II administration’s lack of attention to these arsenals have left a lot of unfinished business.  And so these weapons have been off the front pages, but not off the firing line, and that’s what we’re here to address today.  So since the START Treaty was signed by President Bush the first in 1991, there has been some significant progress on arsenal reductions, but a lot of missed opportunities.

And so in many ways, today’s talks between President Obama and President Medvedev in Moscow are really about unfinished business.  But more than that, these talks are a bridge between old threats and new.  START, as you know, was designed to manage the Cold War arms race, and today, we’re more concerned with the spread of nuclear weapons to other countries and to terrorist groups, a threat which President Obama has called, quote, “the most immediate and extreme threat to global security,” unquote.  

So as I said, the START Treaty process really bridges the gap from the old to new.  So stretching back, if these negotiations succeed, this would be the first verifiable superpower nuclear weapons arms reduction agreement completed since 1991 – 18 years ago – so we’re really making up for lost time.  On the other hand, this is the first step in President Obama’s April 5 pledge in Prague to, quote, “seek peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons,” unquote.  So this is the start of what we hope to be an ongoing arms reduction process in the years ahead.

And so this resumed U.S.-Russian arms reduction process serves to rebuild the U.S.-Russian relationship on arms control and nonproliferation, and this, in turn, would build international support, we hope, for dealing with Iran and North Korea nuclear terrorism and other proliferation challenges.  This will also strengthen the Nonproliferation Treaty, which is up for review next May, since the treaty calls for greater progress on arsenal reductions.

And since today’s global security challenges are, of course, global in scope, we need international cooperation to succeed.  So the START Treaty follow-on process is, thus, an essential process of dealing with the nuclear threats of yesterday, today and tomorrow, and it’s an essential bridge from the past to the future.  And as President Obama said today in Moscow, we must lead by example, and that’s what we’re seeing the U.S. and Russia doing today.

So today, we’ll cover the status of the START follow-on talks, the results of what happened in Moscow, review the key issues of contention in Moscow, including missile defense, and discuss the importance of further nuclear reductions, again, that we hope are forthcoming.  And to help us do that today, we have two of the most prominent experts in the field here in Washington to help us understand what’s going on.  

First up will be Morton Halperin.  He’s a senior advisor at the Open Society Institute, and was a member of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, which was released in May.  He also served in the Clinton, Nixon and Johnson administrations working on nuclear policy and arms control.

And next up will be Daryl Kimball, who is the executive director of the Arms Control Association and publisher of ACA’s journal, Arms Control Today.  And he has written extensively on nuclear arms control and nonproliferation for over 15 years and is one of the leading analysts in the field and is widely quoted on START and other issues.  So without further ado, Morton, the floor is yours.

MORTON HALPERIN:  Thank you very much.  It’s a great pleasure for me to be here, and I want to thank the Arms Control Association for arranging this event and asking me to participate in it.  As I think you all know, Robert McNamara died this morning, and it seemed to me we’d be remiss without taking a moment to acknowledge the critical role that he played in bringing us to this point and to this agreement that he would have been very pleased about.

When Robert McNamara became secretary of Defense in 1961, the official policy of the United States was that nuclear weapons were conventional weapons and would be used in any military conflict.  When he left office seven years later, nuclear weapons were considered a weapon of last resort, and that’s still where we are today in this policy.  He played a major role in that switch in policy; he played a critical role in the change in NATO policy, which moved nuclear policy from that we would use nuclear weapons at the start of any conflict, again, to the notion that we would fight a war with whatever means were necessary.

He played the critical role in the decision of the United States to start the process that has come to be called START – that is, to engage the Russians in serious negotiations intended to reach agreements about controls on strategic offensive and defensive weapons.  And he fought hard against the ballistic missile defense deployment, which he believed would make it much more difficult to negotiate such agreements, as we see even today.  And he played a central role in the Nonproliferation Treaty, persuading President Johnson, over the strong objections of the State Department, to begin the process of negotiating the treaty that would prohibit any additional countries from getting nuclear weapons.

So this treaty, which the two leaders reaffirmed their commitment to today is, I think, in many ways, a tribute to McNamara.  It is, in my view, a great tragedy that he will be remembered more for the Vietnam War than for the critical and very positive role that he played on this issue.  As I say, this agreement announced today for a treaty is an important positive step forward.  It reaffirms where we were eight years ago – that is, that the two sides would have legally binding, legally verifiable agreements controlling their strategic weapons. 

We came through a period of eight years in which the American administration rejected that notion, withdrew from the ABM Treaty, and refused to negotiate anything with the Russians but a symbolic treaty which had numbers in it which were not legally binding, and which, in any case, expired at the end of the treaty period.  We now have a commitment from the two leaders to re-establish a system of legally binding agreements to apply both to numbers of deployed warheads as well as to delivery systems, and to back that up with an effective verification process and effective counting rules to determine how many delivery vehicles there actually could be.

This is a very modest step, with numbers just slightly below those that the Bush administration was contemplating.  But my view is, that was the right way to begin the process.  And it is fully consistent with the recommendations of the strategic commission – the so-called Perry-Schlesinger Commission, on which I was privileged to serve – which recommended precisely this: that the first step should be a modest one, but that it should include legally binding limits on both delivery vehicles and warheads and that it should be verifiable and that it should then lead, as one hopes and expects this treaty will, to future treaties which involve much deeper and more substantial reductions in strategic forces.  

I think it is also notable that the two leaders found a way to bridge their differences on ballistic missile defense.  As I read the agreement, the Russians have agreed to go forward on this agreement on offensive forces without a binding agreement on ballistic missile defense.  At the same time, the United States has committed itself, in a more formal way, to the process of seeking to find a solution for the ballistic missile defense problem which is cooperative with the Russians and which doesn’t seem to pose any threat to them.

There are still a lot of details to work out, and I think we cannot assume that we will have a treaty by the deadline, which is the end of this year, but certainly, the steps today make it much more likely that we will have that agreement by the end of the year, an agreement that I would anticipate the Senate would overwhelmingly ratify, and that it will pave the way for the much more substantial reductions that are appropriate, given the current strategic situation.

DARYL KIMBALL:  Thank you very much, Mort.  I’m Daryl Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association.  I want to join Mort in recognizing the contributions of Robert McNamara, who was one of the founding members of the Arms Control Association back in the 1970s.  And his contributions were huge and he will be missed.  So I’m going to be describing a little bit more about some of the issues that the two presidents need to deal with as they move forward in this negotiation on a START follow-on, as it’s called.  And as Mort said, this summit marked progress.

The negotiations between the two sides on this follow-on agreement just began in April.  There have only been four rounds of discussion, so we’re really at the beginning phases of this.  As we heard today at the press conference in Moscow between the two presidents, they have issued a joint statement outlining the parameters of this new agreement.  

They said that the reductions that the new agreement aimed to achieve will create lower limits on the number of strategic delivery systems – that is, the missiles and the bombers and the launchers – below the START limit – the 1991 START limit of 1,600 launchers – is going to move that down to between 500 and 1100 each.  And I’ll come back to that – that’s quite a large range of 600 – and discuss a little bit more about what means.

You’ve got to keep in mind that currently, the United States has about 1,100 strategic delivery systems; Russia has about 800.  So as Mort said, the reductions that they’re talking about are modest if they’re going to be in the upper range, but could be more substantial if they’re in the lower range – around 500.  They also said that the new agreement will achieve lower limits on the number of deployed strategic warheads that may be on those missiles and bombers.  

They said that the new agreement will move the ceiling down from about 2,200, which is where we are, roughly, today with both sides, down to about 1,500 to 1,675.  So roughly a one-third reduction.  And then along with that, and they were not specific on the details, there would be verification and monitoring and information exchange provisions, based on the 1991 START Treaty – the START system that had been in place for almost two decades.  That should be simple to carry over in this new agreement, but there may be some issues that the two sides debate about in the coming months, and I’ll come back to that.  

Now, before I go on about some of the key issues that they need to resolve, let me also just note that overall, this should be seen as an interim agreement.  As Mort said, this is a stopgap agreement that consolidates the approaches that were pursued under George Bush I in 1991 under START, and the approach pursued under George W. Bush in 2002 in the so-called Moscow Treaty.  The START Treaty limited delivery systems; the Moscow Treaty of 2002 limited deployed warheads.  

And so we see the current presidents seeking to negotiate an arrangement that limits both deployed warheads and strategic delivery systems, which is very important, because if START were to expire without a replacement in December of this year, the two countries’ nuclear weapons arsenals would be virtually unregulated, because the 2002 Moscow Treaty establishes a limit that only goes into place in December of 2012, which is the same day that it expires.  So it is very important for the two sides to conclude this interim agreement.  


What’s important about it is not the size of the reductions – and these are going to be very modest reductions – but the fact that there is a continuation of a system of regulation and verification over the world’s two largest nuclear arsenals which today still comprise about 95 percent of the world’s total nuclear stockpiles.  

And so given that it is going to be a modest agreement, if they can work through the issues, the Arms Control Association thinks it’s very important that U.S. and Russian leaders not stop at START – that at the end of this negotiation, which will hopefully conclude by the end of the year, that they begin work on a new round of more comprehensive negotiations that include not just the deployed warheads and delivery systems, but also the nondeployed warheads.  

Both sides retain sizable numbers of nuclear warheads in storage that give each side the capacity to reconstitute their arsenals.  And in addition, there are the large stockpiles of tactical bombs, which were created in the ’50s and ’60s to fight a land war in Europe between the U.S. and the Soviet Union – something that’s no longer likely at all.  And these arsenals are clearly obsolete weapons of a dead conflict that should be reduced and regulated by both sides.  

So there needs to be a new round of more comprehensive reductions that substantially reduces all of the total arsenal of both sides in the coming year.  Another point, before I go to some of the details of the negotiation:  Doing nothing, as some would suggest – as some anti-arms control ideologues would suggest – is not a realistic option.  To allow the START agreement to expire in December would add to the already difficult U.S.-Russia relationship that, in addition to arms control, involves issues relating to the possible expansion of NATO, conventional force balances in Europe, energy issues as well as missile defense.

So we need to move forward with this agreement not just to send a signal to the world that the U.S. and Russia are reducing the number and the salience of nuclear weapons, but it’s important to restore better U.S.-Russian relations.  Now, there are several tough issues that they’re going to have to resolve.  As the joint statement today noted, there is a range of the strategic nuclear delivery systems that the negotiators are looking at – between 500 and 1100.  

The United States has a relatively larger nuclear delivery system stockpile than does Russia.  Russia, in these negotiations, is putting a priority on finding a way to limit the so-called upload potential of the United States – that is, its ability to theoretically take warheads out of reserve and put them on its strategic delivery systems.  So that can be achieved by reducing the number of overall missiles and bombers; it can also be achieved by finding ways to limit the number of warheads that may be placed on those delivery systems.

And we’ll have to see how the two sides resolve their differences on this issue.  One limiting factor for the United States is that the Obama administration is in the middle of a nuclear posture review, which has been mandated by Congress to be completed by the end of this year, and it’s going to be difficult for the administration to make any radical changes in its nuclear force structure before that nuclear posture review is completed.  And so I think it’s likely that the U.S. side is not going to commit to deep reductions in the number of missiles and bombers until the nuclear posture review is completed.

In addition, there are differences that have been known about for some time – the two presidents didn’t mention this – relating to the possible conversion of nuclear-armed delivery systems to conventional payloads.  There’s been talk in the United States for some time that some of the nuclear-armed, submarine-launched missiles might be armed with conventional payloads, which would certainly make them more useful in terms of dealing with 21st-century threats, than nuclear payloads.  But that is of concern to Russia, because Russia believes that these missiles, which have very – that are capable of striking very accurately, could have the potential to knock out their command and control systems.

So they’re worried about these conventionally armed ICBMs.  One solution would be to simply count those conventionally armed missiles under the overall limits in this new, START follow-on agreement.  After all, the United States is not moving ahead with this approach quite yet, and if the United States were to arm with conventional warheads some of the missiles that are now armed with nuclear warheads, the numbers we’re talking about are very low, and would not affect the overall U.S. force.

Another issue that’s going to be a challenge is which of the START verification provisions to carry over.  The good thing is that both sides have a lot of experience with the monitoring, the on-site inspections and the information exchange provisions, but they have different views about which one of these is most important.  So we didn’t get too many clues today about what the possible areas of disagreement or agreement are there.  I think we’ll hear about that as the negotiation moves further down the road.

Now, finally, a couple of thoughts about missile defense – and we can get into this a little bit more in the discussion – but as you heard today in the press conference, a question was asked about whether the old plan, from the George W. Bush administration, to deploy a handful of interceptors in Poland and a radar in the Czech Republic might interfere with or be a stumbling block for completion of this negotiation on a START follow-on.  I think it was clear from the exchange that this will not and does not have to be a stumbling block to conclude this agreement.

The two presidents issued a joint communiqué on missile defense that makes it clear that they’re going to continue a dialogue that has been taking place on and off for the past several years about a joint early warning system for third-country missiles that might threaten both the United States and Russia.  There also are likely to be continuing off and on discussion – or discussions that were on and off – on utilizing some of Russia’s radar assets on its southern frontier, which can be very helpful to the U.S. in peering over the horizon to see whether there is an Iranian missile coming over the horizon.  

And they’re also going to continue to discuss a joint threat assessment.  The Russian argument has been that there are no long-range Iranian ballistic missiles that can threaten the United States right now; there is no need to move ahead with this system.  The Russians have a point.  And so I think it is important and useful for the United States and Russia to evaluate, jointly, the missile threats that might face the United States and Europe.

The president didn’t make any commitments about whether he would or would not go ahead with that so-called third site for strategic missile defense in Europe.  He did note that there is a missile defense policy review that is ongoing.  He mentioned that it would be done by the end of the summer, which I would assume means some time at the end of September.  I would not expect the United States, even then, is going to commit to Russia one way or another, what it’s going to do with that third site.  

But what the United States and Russia can do and that we have to remember, is that, given that that system has not even been tested, the United States is in no position to move ahead with deployment of that third site.  The two-stage missile that would go into Poland has not been tested yet, and the testing will not be completed for several years.  So the United States and Russia have time to discuss cooperative approaches and joint threat assessments, and even to find ways to overcome some of their past differences and cooperate in building a joint missile defense architecture, if necessary.  

So missile defense should not, need not become an impediment to these ongoing discussions right now, but it will be something that the two sides need to, clearly, resolve before they move on to the next round of more comprehensive, deeper reductions on all types of nuclear warheads, which we hope that they will move towards by the beginning of next year.  So let me stop there and we’ll take your questions.  Tom?

MR. COLLINA:  Morton and Daryl, thank you very much for doing an excellent job of looking at the issues that are before us.  And now, we’d love to take your questions.  We’d love to start with any media in the room have any questions to ask, and if not, we’ll just take general questions from anyone who has them.  Questions out there?  Yes, right here.

Q:  Hi, Jill Parillo (sp), Physicians for Social Responsibility.  My question is – 

MR. COLLINA:  Hold on, there’s a mike coming around.

Q:  Thank you.  You both mentioned this was a modest agreement; do we need the nuclear posture review to be done before we ratify this in the Senate?  And if not, does this mean we might have more time for the nuclear posture review so that we can really – for the follow-on agreement after this, we can really get down to deeper cuts?  Thank you.

MR. HALPERIN:  For those of you who don’t know, the nuclear posture review is a congressionally mandated, executive-branch review of U.S. nuclear policy.  My understanding is that the administration’s explanation of where we are is that the nuclear posture review reached some interim conclusions which enabled them to begin the negotiations with the Russians and to reach these numbers.  So these numbers have been approved, as I understand it, in the nuclear posture review as an interim set of conclusions.

Since they are very modest reductions, they did not require any fundamental rethinking of our nuclear posture.  I think the timing is actually good and I don’t think we need to slow down the process, because the intent is for the nuclear posture review is to be completed by the end of the year, and one of the things it is explicitly designed to do is to provide guidance for the next round of negotiations with Russia about further reductions in strategic forces.  And I think it is important that we begin those talks as soon as this treaty is completed, but I also think, politically in the United States, it is important that those talks not begin until the nuclear posture review is completed.

You’re going to hear criticism from some senators that even this agreement should have waited until the nuclear posture review was completed, and I think the administration’s answer is that it did wait, but that they were able to conclude an interim, quick round of the nuclear posture review, which reached the conclusion that these very modest additional reductions were consistent with any notion of what nuclear weapons might be used for.  

But I think it is essential that before the next round of negotiations, that the nuclear posture review be completed, that the president approve it, and that it be publicly described to the Congress and the American public so that people can see that the follow-on agreement is consistent, but what we’ve decided on our own is in the interests of the United States and our allies.

MR. COLLINA:  Yes, in the back?  Microphone coming around.

Q:  I’m sorry I missed Morton’s talk, but I assume that you did not raise this issue that I’m going to raise.  You wrote a book called, “Nuclear Fallacy,” back in the ’80s in which you said that there is no military function for tactical nuclear weapons.  We don’t need them.  We don’t have to negotiate them.  We can just wave a wand and get rid of them.  And apparently, after reading your book, George Bush I did exactly that with the Army and the surface Navy – he seemed to forget about the Air Force tactical weapons.

In this posture review book, I don’t find any persuasive argument for any of our nuclear weapons, including the strategic ones.  I know that we worship nuclear weapons so we can’t just abolish them.  But it seems like we could at least raise the question of, do they actually serve a function?  It seems to me that all of the functions that I’ve heard for our strategic nuclear arsenals are totally insane; they don’t make any more sense than tactical nuclear weapons did.

MR. KIMBALL:  Well, I think it’s a good question.  I mean, what are nuclear weapons for?  We are in a different century.  The United States and Russia have a different relationship than they did during the Cold War.  The nuclear posture review, which was the subject of the last question, is important because it provides the president with an opportunity to review this question.

The current requirements – and Mort, you can correct me here – are that nuclear weapons not only serve to deter the use of nuclear weapons by other countries, but they’re also there in the event of a conventional attack – an overwhelming conventional attack on the U.S. or its allies; they’re there to counter the possibility of chemical or biological threats; and to dissuade other countries from building up their arsenals.

In my view, and the view of a growing number of other people, the only defensible position today for U.S. nuclear weapons is to deter the use of nuclear weapons by other countries.  And if the United States and Russia, which have the world’s largest nuclear arsenals, reduce their arsenals in a verifiable, parallel process, we can engage other countries in this process in the next phase, and we can move towards a discussion about much, much lower levels, approaching zero nuclear weapons in the years ahead.  

The essential part of this is that the United States and Russia and other countries need to adjust their view, their vision of what nuclear weapons are for.  And your question about tactical nuclear warheads is an important one, because these weapons were created to fight a land war in Europe.  For the United States and Russia, that is no longer a valid mission, and it is important for the United States to press Russia to begin negotiations on first accounting for those warheads and for verifiably reducing those warheads.  

That will be difficult, and that, I think, is something for the next round of negotiations.  We ought to remember that the United States has several hundred battlefield tactical warheads, but Russia is believed to have as many as about 8,000.  Not all of those are really available for use, but it’s still a very large number.  

And they pose a different kind of risk today, which is that – it’s a low-probability-but-high-consequence risk – that they could be lost or stolen or sold to some third-party terrorist organization.  So we need to get to the point at which we are negotiating on reducing those stockpiles, and that begins with a fundamental reassessment of why these weapons exist, which has changed.

MR. HALPERIN:  President Obama, in his Prague speech, gave very important direction and guidance towards the nuclear posture review.  He said the purpose of it would be to reduce the nation’s reliance on nuclear weapons.  If that means anything, it has to mean what Daryl has just said – that is, eliminating the ambiguity that we maintain nuclear weapons possibly to deter chemical attacks or biological attacks or to deal with conventional attacks – and to say affirmatively – and I hope that the nuclear posture review will lead the president to say clearly and affirmatively that the United States maintains nuclear weapons to deter their use by others – period, full stop.

And that is, I think, inherent in the president’s statement that he looks forward to a world without nuclear weapons and believes that American security needs can be dealt with in a world without nuclear weapons.  Because if we can contemplate such a world as acceptable to us, it must mean that we believe we can deal with all other threats – conventional, biological, chemical – without resorting to nuclear weapons and that the nuclear weapons exist for only that purpose.  I think it is essential that the United States say that.  

Unfortunately, I think even if we do, it is not clear that the Russians will follow suit because the Russians are now tempted with the same fallacy that I was writing about that the Americans had been tempted with before, which is the fallacy that nuclear weapons can somehow make up for conventional inferiority.  The Russians view themselves as conventionally inferior around their borders and they are flirting with the notion that this tactical nuclear arsenal can somehow make up for it.  

I think it cannot.  Every war that’s been fought since Hiroshima and Nagasaki has been settled on the basis of will, determination, and conventional military power.  Nuclear states have consistently, as we point out in the commission report, lost wars to states without nuclear weapons because those nuclear devices are simply not usable weapons.   

Let me say a word about the tac-nukes, because I think the problem may be even harder than is been suggested.  And my own view is that we probably can do one more round and should do one more round with the Russians after this one before we get to the problem of tactical nuclear weapons and nondeployed weapons.  And I say that because I think the problem of dealing with those weapons is extraordinarily difficult. 

We do not know how many tactical nuclear weapons the Russians have and we do not have a clue as to how to verify an agreement to limit or exclude all tactical nuclear weapons in the American and Russian arsenal.  But moreover, we don’t know how to deal with nondeployed weapons, and there are two very substantial problems with nondeployed weapons.  

One is verifying how many each side has and monitoring the agreement to limit them to whatever number you want to.  And the other question is, what is a nondeployed weapon as compared to a weapon earmarked for destruction?  Both countries have large numbers of weapons which they have taken out of their nuclear arsenal which they have earmarked for destruction.  

And this is only a slight exaggeration to say that what distinguishes a nondeployed weapon from a weapon earmarked from destruction is the label put on it, so that when we try to destroy a weapon we change the label from nondeployed weapon to weapon waiting for destruction.  We do a little bit more, but not much.  But those weapons could easily be reconverted into nondeployed weapons and then deployed, and it is very hard to know how to verify these.  

As the commission report suggests, these are extraordinarily difficult problems and unless you simply decide that it doesn’t matter, which I think we’re no where near ready to do – then it’s going to be very difficult to reach agreement on those weapons.  And that’s why I think it may be worth considering one more round with the Russians below the numbers talked about here, which I think we can safely do before we deal with the question of the nondeployed weapons and the tactical nuclear weapons, which we clearly have to do as we try to move to very low numbers and ultimately, the elimination of nuclear weapons.  

MR. COLLINA:  Yes, ma’am.

Q:  Diane Perlman, Institute for Conflict Analysis and Resolution at George Mason University.  Anyway, if the purpose of nuclear weapons is to deter other states from getting nuclear weapons, then they’re relying on a theory which has a lot of flaws.  And deterrence sometimes breaks down.  George – I think it was George Kennan said that deterrence is such a great idea that it’s become contagious, and Lieutenant Rob Green (sp) said that deterrence is a crazy scheme for making nuclear war less likely by making it more likely. 

So if our purpose is a theory that’s flawed, then what about alternative strategies?  Also, Ralph K. White said that if deterrence works – it works best when it’s accompanied by drastic tension reduction so we might want to switch to a policy of mutually assured survival.  Can you comment?

MR. KIMBALL:  Well, I think those are some useful thoughts.  I think – as I said before, the United States and Russia and military leaders in each of our countries need to reassess the role in light of changed circumstances.   We can argue about whether deterrence worked or was flawed.  I happen to think it was more flawed than it worked in the Cold War years. 

Looking ahead, nuclear weapons do not have the value that they once were thought to have and we need to recognize that today nuclear weapons are more of a liability than an asset in most situations around the world and the United States and Russia need to move past their old dynamics and work together to reduce the 21st-century nuclear threats.  

And we saw some hints of that – which we really haven’t talked about here – in the President Obama’s remarks about the nuclear security summit that he plans to organize I believe at the end of this year.  And that is going to be focused on working with Russia and other countries that have nuclear material, nuclear facilities that pose a threat – a proliferation threat – trying to find a way to consolidate the different initiatives that have been launched since the end of the Cold War, to secure those materials.  


And so that’s I think really an equally important initiative that he has launched and Russia needs to fully support.  I’m looking forward to more details about that; we haven’t heard much about it, but that is important.  

MR. HALPERIN:  Yeah, I think we need, over the longer term, to move to a different basis for dealing with the Russians on these issues.  We are still locked in, and this whole discussion at the Moscow summit was based on the notion that we are potential adversaries who might threaten each other with nuclear weapons.  And I think that is not the right framework and we do need, I think, to try to begin to engage the Russians and I think the president was doing that.  I mean, even the ballistic missile defense statement talks about cooperation against potential countries that might threaten to use nuclear weapons. 

But that’s going to be, I think, a long process and one that’s going to require both countries to get past old habits and old prejudices and old ways of thinking.  And we really need to move parallel on these two tracks.  One is taking arms control as it is and moving down as low as we can and seeking to use that to strengthen the Nonproliferation Treaty, and at the same time, trying to engage the Russians and the Chinese in a fundamentally different kind of discussion about what mutual security really is and how we cooperate in dealing with common threats to our societies. 

MR. COLLINA:  Yes, ma’am – right in front.

Q:  Elaine Grossman for the National Journal Group Global Security Newswire.  As you both noted, the announcement includes a range of numbers for both delivery vehicles and warheads.  I wonder if you might talk a bit about what you anticipate will be the factors going into whether the two sides end up on the higher end of those ranges or the lower end?

MR. KIMBALL:  I’ll start.  Yes, so the question was about how the two sides are going to address the question on settling on a ceiling for the total number of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles which is the jargon that’s used to describe the missiles and the bombers that carry the warheads.  Clearly, the starting point here is that the United States has a larger number of submarine, land-based missiles and heavy bombers to carry these warheads.  Officially, the United States has 1200 – roughly 1200 – strategic delivery systems.  In reality, about 100 of those are phantom systems; the missiles aren’t deployed, but according to the current counting rules they exist.  So we’re really closer to 1100.

Russia has a smaller, mainly land-based missile force around 800 officially – probably not all of those are in good working order.  So the starting point for these negotiations is a considerable difference in the way the nuclear forces are configured.  I think in part because this negotiation is taking place in the midst of the nuclear posture review the U.S. is going to find it difficult to significantly reduce the number of launchers, the delivery systems, in this round of negotiations.

Russia – which, as I said before, is concerned about the theoretical possibility that the United States is capable of redeploying a large number of its reserve warheads, again wants to chop the missile and bomber force down substantially.  And they are facing some budgetary and programmatic problems.  They are racing to try to replace some of their older Cold War systems with newer missiles and they simply can’t keep pace.  In fact, I mean, the independent estimates are that with or without a new arms-limitation treaty, Russia probably could not field more than about 1800 strategic nuclear warheads by 2012. 

So there are differences in the positions coming in.  I think that it would be very smart for the two sides eventually to reduce the total number of strategic delivery systems.  I think that’s probably going to be something that they can do in the next round.  I think one of the creative ways in which they might settle this is that the United States might simply agree to field some of its submarines – its Trident submarines – with a smaller number of missiles loaded on them. 

Currently, these submarines can carry as many as 18 strategic missiles.  If they were under this treaty only allowed to carry 12, that could be easily verified and that could substantially reduce the number of U.S. deployed warheads as well as the official number of delivery systems.  Russia would have to agree to that – that’s not an irreversible approach to this problem, but that’s one particular way in which the two sides could creatively split their difference.  

I wouldn’t be surprised to see if they actually, in the end, do have a ceiling that is a range.  I don’t think that would be the ideal approach, but they may in the end have a range that the treaty specifies – one country has the upper range, the other has a lower range – which could work, given that this is likely to be an interim arrangement that sets up a more substantial and comprehensive reduction in the next two to three years. 

MR. HALPERIN:  Yeah, I agree with that.  I think you have to understand this number in two contexts.  One is the relationship to the nuclear posture review.  The administration does not want to be in a position of agreeing to a number which it can’t say was certified by the nuclear posture review.  

So let’s take the two numbers separately.  If you look at the warhead number, the current agreement – the Moscow Treaty – is 2200 to 1500 deployed warheads, but it’s not legally binding, it’s not verifiable, and it expires as soon as it goes into effect.  We’re now going to have a real number, and I think the political imperative was to get down below the 2200 number, but to have a little bit of a range so that the U.S. can say that it’s number was still justified by the interim nuclear posture review.  

My hope and expectation is that by the time this treaty is being ratified by the Senate, the nuclear posture review will be completed and the administration will be able to say we can go to 1500 because it is justified by the finished nuclear posture review. 

On delivery systems, the issue, I think, turns in part on how you define delivery systems – that is what the counting rules are under START.  And my guess is that the administration has said to the Russians if you want to get agreement on that lower number, you’re going to have to change the counting rules so that what counts as a delivery system enables us to get closer to the 500 number.

If you don’t want to change many of the counting rules – although you’d probably have to change a few of them – then we want to be at the higher number.  And the negotiation will be about the tradeoff between those two – what the counting rules and therefore, how low the number is – but there will still be a range – again, my guess is the range will be – the lower number will be where the Russians expect to be; the higher number will be what we can justify based on the interim nuclear posture review with the notion that when we complete the review, we can announce that we’ll actually go to a lower number.

MR. COLLINA:  Yes, sir, in the back.  Mike is coming around.

Q:  Al Milliken, AM Media.  Do you think Russia and the U.S. view the nuclear power of Pakistan in a similar way and does this agreement affect their cooperation in Afghanistan and their approaches and responses to terrorism? 

MR. KIMBALL:  Well, that’s a good question.  I mean, I think Pakistan presents a different kind of problem today.  Pakistan is one of the three countries that never have signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.  They have an arsenal of about 60 to 80 nuclear bombs, it’s estimated.  Pakistan represents a proliferation threat in two senses.  As we know from the A.Q. Khan story, Pakistan has been a source of nuclear technology and information for other countries pursuing nuclear bombs.  And with the war going on against the Taliban, there is the theoretical possibility that their nuclear arsenal could fall into the wrong hands or even the entire country could fall into the wrong hands.  

So I think – I would guess that, you know, both governments recognize the on-the-ground risks in Pakistan.  I think they may prioritize them a little differently, since the United States is so committed to pushing back the insurgency in Afghanistan and Pakistan.  I think what the agreement today that was announced about U.S. military transit rights to bring in military equipment and supplies over and through Russian territory to supply U.S. forces in Afghanistan is a sign that, you know, the Obama reset-button approach of emphasizing the positive rather than the negative in the U.S.-Russian relationship is producing some modest results.  

And I think is a sign that there is better feeling between the two to the extent that Russia – I think for the first time, I believe – is allowing U.S. military transit rights over its territory is something that’d be hard to imagine 15, 20 years ago.

MR. HALPERIN:  Yeah, I’m just going to make a couple of comments now.  First of all, on Afghanistan, I thought the statement of the Russian president in the press conference was really quite extraordinary.  As I heard him, he basically said, we share a common interest in dealing with the terrorist threat from Afghanistan and we’re pleased to cooperate with the Americans and yes, we’ll have transit rights, he said, but we’re willing to talk about other ways to cooperate in dealing with the terrorist threat.  

And of course, the Russians are as concerned about Muslim extremist terrorism as the United States is.  On Pakistan, I think there is a common interest and a need for a common approach.  But it’s one that needs to include the Chinese, as well as the British and the French, and it’s in the context of the test ban and the ban on the further production of nuclear weapons.  

MR. KIMBALL:  Fissile materials.

MR. HALPERIN:  Fissile materials.  We have a common interest with the Russians and with the Chinese and the British and the French, which I think was not engaged in this summit just because there wasn’t enough time I think to do it, to talk about, first of all, the American ratification of the test ban treaty, which the president has said is a priority, but then, cooperation between the United States, Russia and China to put pressure on India and Pakistan to adhere to the treaty and to commit themselves to a moratorium on fissile material production.  

That’s in, I think, the common interest of the five nuclear weapons states and something that I would expect them to begin to cooperate on.  We also need Russian cooperation to get the test ban ratified in the United States, because there is an allegation attributed to some of my colleagues in the nuclear commission report that some of the Russians have a different definition of what is banned by the nuclear test ban treaty.  

I don’t believe that; I believe we do have a common interest.  But I think Russian cooperation in making that clear to the Senate and to the American people will be critical to getting the treaty ratified in the Senate and then enable the two countries, with China, to work together to try to persuade Pakistan and India and ultimately, the other countries that are necessary to bring that treaty into force.

MR. KIMBALL:  Mort’s comment reminds me of another important aspect of today’s announcement about the results of this summit and the Obama-Medvedev talks.  You know, as President Obama said on April 5th in Prague, I mean, U.S. leadership on nuclear disarmament – U.S.-Russian leadership – is critical to repairing the global nonproliferation system.  

And that argument has been misconstrued by some here in Washington who say that, well, U.S. behavior doesn’t have an effect on Iran and North Korea, their behavior – that’s a misreading of what the president is saying and the importance of this kind of action by the U.S. and Russia on the global nonproliferation effort.

In May of 2010, the United States and Russia and 180 some other countries are going to be convening for a once-every-five-years conference to evaluate how the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty of 1968 is faring.  And it is under stress.  And the U.S. and Russia need to get the non-nuclear weapons states to work with them to improve safeguards, to clamp down on those countries that don’t comply with their safeguards, like Iran and North Korea, to find ways to work together to limit the spread of the technologies that can be used to make bomb material – highly enriched uranium and plutonium.  

And the only way that they’re going to be able to build that support is by fulfilling their disarmament obligations under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.  And moving ahead, once again, on verifiable reductions in their bloated arsenals is the first and best way to do that and, you know, that’s another way of saying that without this agreement, we’re going to have an extremely difficult time at that review conference trying to deal with other types of nuclear threats.  So you know, that’s this question about Pakistan brings this to my mind.  And that’s another important reason why this agreement needs to be completed by the end of this year by both governments.

MR. COLLINA:  Last question for Stephen Young.

MR. YOUNG:  Stephen Young with the Union of Concerned Scientists.  One correction, Daryl.  You said 18 missiles per Trident – there’s 24 missiles per Trident warhead, which is part of my question and also relating – following on from what Elaine talked about, the weirdest thing in the whole piece on START is the range of delivery vehicles – from 500 to 1100.  That’s a huge range of delivery vehicles.  Just doesn’t – what is behind that?  

And clearly, you said there was a shadow – hundreds – actually, it’s more than that.  There are only 336 missiles on the 14 Trident subs, 450 deployed ICBMs and 80-to-100 bombers, which is around 850 deployed delivery vehicles for the U.S. as far as I know.  Yet, we’re saying we need 1100; the Russians want less than that – 500.  So there’s a big question mark that I can’t figure out what’s going on there.  Do you have any thoughts at all on what that is?  You mentioned it, Mort.  Maybe just, we need to work it through.

MR. HALPERIN:  I think it’s the counting rules and I get a headache every time somebody starts to explain it to me but I think – (laughter) – you know, as I understand it under the current START Treaty, we now have about 5,000 – the START Treaty did not limit actually deployed weapons; it limited warheads deployed by counting rules that link them to deployed delivery systems.  And under those rules, we have like 5,000 warheads.  So we’re going to much lower numbers than those and I think we don’t get credit for that here because of the way they’ve structured the description.

But I think the U.S. government is saying that even though that’s all it has actually deployed, that under the old START counting rules, lots of other things count and therefore, the number is closer to the top limit here than it is to the 500 number, but that if we can change the counting rules so that they more accurately reflect what is now actually deployed, that we can go to the lower number. 

So my hope is that that’s all that is – that they were not able to conclude the discussions on the counting rules and therefore the U.S. said, okay, we know we don’t need 1100 and the Russians said, okay, we don’t want to go below 500 and they agreed – I think one can read this as saying they will agree on, if not a number, a smaller range, once they have agreed on the counting rules.  And if the Russians are willing to be relaxed about only counting things that actually are deployed or deployable that we’ll able to get to a significantly lower number.

MR. KIMBALL:  Yeah, well, Stephen, thank you for the correction on the Trident missile numbers.  But I mean, as Mort said, this is, in part, confusing because we’re in a phase here in which the U.S. and Russia are trying to kind of integrate two very different approaches to strategic arms limitations.  And we’re going to have to, all of us I think, pay very careful attention to the reference points in this discussion.  

But I would agree with Mort that, you know, what matters here is the number of operationally deployed warheads.  We’ve got to pay close attention to what the final counting rules are but we also have to pay attention to the fact that there are a huge numbers of nondeployed warheads as well as tactical warheads.  

So, I mean, beyond these numbers we’re hearing out of the press conference today and the joint statement in the 1500 range, there are really many more nuclear weapons that the United States and Russia need to deal with.  And that’s one of the reasons why, you know, we believe that they should not stop with this START follow-on agreement; that they need to move forward with a more comprehensive and transparent approach to irreversible arms reductions.

MR. COLLINA:  Thank you very much.  We are out of time.  Before we thank you and we thank our speakers, just two notes.  One is the Arms Control Association Web site has lots more information on all this stuff – armscontrol.org.  Please check it out.  Two:  We will be back here for a press briefing July 21st at 10:00 a.m. talking specifically about missile defense technology, threats and implications for the START Treaty process.  July 21st, 10:00 a.m. right here.  And with that, thank you all for coming and please join me in thanking our speakers.

(Applause.)

(END)

