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Abbreviations

ALBM		  air-launched ballistic missile
ALCM	 	 air-launched cruise missile
ALBGM	 air-launched boost-glide missile
ICBM		  intercontinental ballistic missile
IGLBGM	 intercontinental ground-launched boost-glide missile
MIRV		  multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle
New START	 New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
NT		  nuclear-powered torpedo
NTM		  national technical means
SALT		  Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
SLBGM	 sea-launched boost-glide missile
SLBM		  sea-launched ballistic missile
SLCM		  sea-launched cruise missile
SSBN		  nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine
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Summary

The last remaining limits on Russia’s and the United States’ nuclear forces—as codified in the 2010 
New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START)—are due to expire on February 5, 2021. 
Moscow and Washington can and should extend this agreement in its current form for five years and 
begin the long and difficult negotiations toward a follow-on treaty as soon as possible. Concluding 
such a treaty is technically feasible and, given growing U.S.-Russian tensions, strategically critical.

Treaties to verifiably limit nuclear forces enhance Russian and U.S. security in two primary ways. First, 
they can help avoid expensive arms build-ups that would heighten geopolitical tensions. Second, they 
can lower the risk of escalation leading to nuclear use. The sharp decline in U.S.-Russian relations 
since New START entered into force has increased the risks of both a quantitative arms race and the 
kind of deep crisis or conflict that could make nuclear use imaginable. As a result, the need for strate-
gic arms control is now greater than at any time since the end of the Cold War.

New START, which regulates Russia’s and the United States’ strategic nuclear forces (those capable of 
reaching the other’s homeland), has functioned well overall. It should be—and likely would be—the 
starting point for negotiations toward a follow-on treaty. Negotiators should focus on managing 
technological advances in delivery systems and addressing the implementation challenges of New 
START. 

This approach would not alleviate U.S. concerns about Russia’s nonstrategic nuclear weapons or 
China’s nuclear forces. And neither would it address Russian concerns about U.S. ballistic missile 
defenses. Instead Moscow and Washington should seek to manage these concerns through other 
avenues; if treaty negotiations broke down because their scope was too broad, the considerable 
benefits of bilateral limits on strategic offensive forces would be jeopardized. 

A follow-on treaty to New START should contain the following key provisions.

Central limits. Intercontinental ground-launched boost-glide missiles (IGLBGMs) and nuclear
-powered torpedoes (NTs)—whether nuclear or conventionally armed—represent new kinds of 
strategic offensive arms and should be treaty accountable.

Many of Russia’s silo-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) are loaded with multiple 
warheads. In a serious conflict, the United States would have incentives to attack those weapons 
preemptively, which would, in turn, create pressure on Russia to use them while it still could. To 
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reduce the number of warheads on Russia’s silo-based ICBMs and hence mitigate this danger, the 
ratio between strategic deployed warheads and deployed delivery systems under a follow-on treaty 
should be significantly smaller than New START’s value of 2.2:1.

Prohibitions and restrictions. Nuclear-powered cruise missiles create significant costs and dangers, 
particularly the environmental risks of testing. Because any potential military benefits are much 
smaller, a follow-on treaty should prohibit each party from researching, producing, flight testing, or 
deploying such missiles.

The deployment of long-range air-launched ballistic and boost-glide missiles on nonaccountable 
bombers—specifically, Russia’s Tu-22M (Backfire) medium bomber and converted U.S. B-1B and 
B-52H heavy bombers—could effectively circumvent New START’s limits and exacerbate fears 
about conventional attacks on nuclear forces. The follow-on treaty, therefore, should prohibit the 
deployment of such weapons except on either (1) treaty-accountable heavy bombers or (2) nonac-
countable short-range tactical aircraft.
	
Nuclear-armed long-range sea-launched boost-glide missiles (SLBGMs), if deployed, could fulfill a 
similar military function to sea-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Russia and the United States, 
therefore, should agree that long-range nuclear-armed SLBGMs would constitute a new kind of 
treaty-accountable strategic offensive arm. To facilitate verification, they should also agree not to 
deploy such weapons on ships or submarines on which long-range nonnuclear sea-launched cruise 
missiles (SLCMs) or nonnuclear SLBGMs are deployed. 

Conversions and exemptions. New START permits the conversion of delivery systems and launch-
ers—that is, rendering them incapable of launching nuclear weapons—so they cease to count toward 
the treaty’s numerical limits. Russia, however, has not accepted the validity of the procedures used by 
the United States to convert SLBM launchers and B-52H bombers. 

The United States acted in good faith in selecting the method for converting SLBM launchers; were 
the situation reversed, however, Washington would probably be raising the same objections that 
Moscow is. To address Russian concerns, the follow-on treaty should require future conversions to 
adopt the alternative procedure that the United States used to convert all the SLBM launchers on 
four Ohio-class nuclear-powered ballistic missiles submarines (SSBNs) into cruise missile launchers. 
Since Moscow has previously accepted this procedure, it should do so again. The follow-on treaty 
should also require all SLBM launchers converted under New START to be reconverted according to 
the new standard if they are to remain nonaccountable.
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The B-52H issue is less serious in itself but relates to a broader and potentially contentious question 
about new bombers configured exclusively for nonnuclear operations. Both Russia and the United 
States intend to deploy a new heavy bomber type: PAK-DA and the B-21, respectively. They may 
configure only some of these aircraft for nuclear operations and argue that others should not be 
treaty accountable. Relevant provisions in a follow-on treaty should be built around three principles. 
First, to afford the parties some flexibility, conversions of certain existing types of heavy bombers 
should be permitted and all B-52H bombers converted pursuant to New START should be consid-
ered to have been converted. Second, PAK-DA and B-21 aircraft configured exclusively for nonnu-
clear operations should be exempted from accountability only if they are based at separate locations 
from nuclear-capable heavy bombers. Third, a follow-on treaty should provide for some additional 
transparency into the operations of certain nonaccountable bombers.

New kinds of strategic offensive arms. Article V of New START aims to manage technological 
change by creating a process for the parties to recognize the emergence of “a new kind of strategic 
offensive arm.” This provision’s effectiveness, however, is limited. 

A follow-on treaty should contain a stronger provision that automatically requires new kinds to be 
accountable, with negotiations over implementation arrangements only. This provision should apply 
to both nuclear and nonnuclear weapons of strategic range. Its scope, however, should be limited to 
kinds that emerged after negotiations and not to existing kinds that are nonaccountable because the 
two sides disagreed on whether they should be. To further clarify the provision’s purpose, Russia and 
the United States should negotiate an agreed statement containing nonexhaustive lists of arms that 
they would and would not consider to be new kinds.

Verification. The follow-on treaty’s verification regime would be based closely on New START’s, 
which has functioned well. All required modifications—including inspections of IGLBGMs and 
NTs—would be relatively minor and should be straightforward to design and implement. The 
follow-on treaty would also rely slightly more heavily on national technical means (NTM) than New 
START does. 

Assessment and outlook. The primary barriers facing a follow-on agreement are political. They are 
significant but not necessarily insurmountable. One challenge, particularly within the United States, 
is the domestic politics of treaty ratification. Recent congressional support for the extension of New 
START suggests that there is some bipartisan backing for arms control—which a well-managed 
ratification campaign could tap into.
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Perhaps the single biggest challenge, however, is simply the perilous state of U.S.-Russian relations. 
These tensions would complicate negotiations and make it more difficult for each party to accept the 
compromises that would inevitably be required to conclude a treaty—most notably the exclusion of 
nonstrategic nuclear weapons and China’s nuclear forces from a U.S. perspective and the exclusion of 
ballistic missile defenses from Russia’s perspective. The parties, however, should resist any pressure to 
expand the scope of negotiations. Overambition would risk a total collapse of negotiations and, in 
turn, the emergence of a more unregulated deterrence relationship that is prone to dangerous arms 
racing and escalation.
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Introduction

Russia and the United States possess nuclear forces that could destroy both states and much of the 
rest of the world—many times over in a matter of minutes. For most of the last five decades, a series 
of treaties have regulated these arsenals. Today, just one of these treaties—New START—remains in 
force, and it is due to expire on February 5, 2021. The end of nuclear arms control would undermine 
the security of both Russia and the United States. The two states, therefore, should begin negotia-
tions on a mutually beneficial follow-on treaty and, to buy time for this process, extend New START. 
This paper proposes key provisions for a follow-on treaty. 

Treaties to verifiably limit nuclear forces enhance Russian and U.S. security in two primary ways. 
First, they can help avoid expensive arms build-ups that would heighten geopolitical tensions. For 
both Moscow and Washington, inferiority in strategic arms is unacceptable.1 However, striving to 
acquire sufficient capabilities to avoid inferiority (let alone those needed to achieve superiority) risks 
sparking an arms race. Arms control agreements prevent this outcome by verifiably facilitating parity 
at a lower level than would otherwise have been the case. And the resource savings extend beyond the 
weapons that are not built. The additional intelligence collection efforts needed to monitor a poten-
tial adversary’s nuclear forces with a high degree of confidence without cooperative verification 
arrangements would be much more costly than data exchanges and inspections.

Second, and perhaps even more importantly, arms control treaties can reduce the risk of escalation 
leading to nuclear use. In a conflict or deep crisis, a state that was concerned that its nuclear forces 
were vulnerable and that an attack on them was imminent could try to scare its adversary into 
backing off by issuing nuclear threats or even engaging in limited nuclear use. In extremis, the state 
might even launch a large-scale preemptive attack on its adversary’s nuclear forces in the hope of 
limiting the damage those weapons could do. Arms control can help to manage such crisis instability. 
Exaggerated fears can be dispelled by each state’s being transparent about the number, operational 
status, and deployment locations of its nuclear weapons. Well-grounded fears can be managed 
through limits on offensive capabilities, requirements or incentives to field forces that are more 
survivable or less useful for conducting a surprise attack, and even prohibitions on destabilizing 
technologies, particularly those that could be employed to attack an adversary’s nuclear forces.

Strategic arms control, exemplified by New START, plays a particularly important role in risk reduc-
tion. (In unhelpful jargon inherited from the Cold War, the term “strategic” is used to describe 
weapons with sufficient range to attack the other state’s homeland from their deployment locations.) 
Because Russian and U.S. strategic weapons—ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers—directly pose 
an existential threat to the other nation, imbalances are particularly likely to catalyze arms racing. 
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Moreover, because a relatively large fraction of each state’s strategic forces and their supporting 
infrastructure are located in their homelands, the perceived threat of being attacked with strategic 
weapons is especially liable to spark escalation as the result of crisis instability. 

The sharp decline in U.S.-Russian relations since New START entered into force has increased the 
risks of both a quantitative arms race and the kind of deep crisis or conflict that could make nuclear 
use imaginable. As a result, the need for strategic arms control is now greater than at any time since 
the end of the Cold War. Indeed, the U.S. National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2020, 
which was passed with overwhelming bipartisan support, emphasizes that “legally binding, verifiable 
limits on Russian strategic nuclear forces are in the national security interest of the United States.”2

To preserve the benefits of strategic arms control, Russia and the United States should extend New 
START in its current form for five years, as permitted by the treaty. Russia has indicated its support 
for an unconditional extension.3 And the administration of President Donald Trump has not com-
pletely ruled one out—although it has expressed skepticism and suggested various conditions for an 
extension. Most recently, it has conditioned the extension of New START on Russia and the United 
States’ negotiating a nonbinding “framework” for future arms control, which “China will be expected 
to join.”4 Washington insists that, under this framework, Russia must commit to negotiating limits 
on all warheads, including those that are not accountable under New START.

Even if Russia and the United States can eventually manage to agree on an extension, it would serve 
only as a stopgap. Moscow and Washington, therefore, should also begin negotiations toward a 
follow-on treaty. Because such negotiations are likely to be drawn out, they should commence as 
soon as possible. (Obviously, if New START is not extended, negotiations on a new treaty would 
become all the more urgent.) 

Overview of the Issues

The starting point for negotiations toward a follow-on treaty should be—and likely would be—the 
text of New START. Overall, this agreement has functioned well. The Trump administration has 
repeatedly certified Russian compliance at a time when it has not been shy about accusing Russia of 
violating other agreements.5 Current and former military leaders espouse the value of the treaty’s 
verification provisions for military planning.6 That said, Trump administration officials, lawmakers, 
and analysts have criticized New START for what it does not constrain.7 Russia’s so-called exotic stra-
tegic weapons—that is, new strategic weapons of kinds other than ICBMs, SLBMs, or heavy bomb-
ers—have sparked considerable concern. One such system, the IGLBGM Avangard, has already been 
deployed. Because its booster is a treaty accountable ICBM, Russia has acknowledged that it is 
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accountable under New START and is applying the treaty’s provisions accordingly. But developmen-
tal systems, including a nuclear-powered cruise missile and a long-range nuclear-powered torpedo—
both of which are intended to be nuclear-armed—may not be captured by New START’s definitions 
(though neither is likely to be deployed during that treaty’s lifetime, even if it is extended). A follow- 
on treaty should address this lacuna. 

U.S. concerns about New START also extend to China’s noninvolvement and to Russia’s large force 
of nonstrategic nuclear weapons, which are not accountable. These concerns are valid and important, 
but negotiations over a strategic arms limitation agreement are not the right forum to address them. 
China has made it clear that it will not engage in negotiations toward a trilateral limitation treaty, 
and Washington cannot force it to do so. Beijing has emphasized the existence of a “huge gap” 
between the U.S. and Chinese nuclear arsenals and has insisted that further U.S. reductions are 
needed to “create conditions” for multilateral disarmament negotiations.8 

Meanwhile, expanding the scope of bilateral negotiations to include nonstrategic nuclear weapons 
would introduce daunting challenges. Verifying limits on such weapons would require highly intru-
sive inspections that would impact operations on nuclear bases not only in Russia but also in the 
United States and some of its NATO allies. Designing an acceptable verification regime would 
require years of effort, including prolonged negotiations, exercises, and intermediate steps. Rather 
than losing the considerable benefits of bilateral strategic arms control—at least for a prolonged 
period—the United States should seek to manage its concerns through other more promising ap-
proaches (the authors of this paper will publish concepts for doing so soon). A useful first step, for 
example, could be inspections to verify the absence of nuclear warheads at storage sites that are not 
currently being used to host such weapons. 

Although Russia has offered to extend New START unconditionally, it has been unwilling to state 
that the United States is in full compliance. Moscow’s primary concern, which will need to be 
addressed in negotiating a follow-on, is that the procedures the United States used to convert some 
B-52H bombers and SLBM launchers (that is, render them incapable of launching nuclear weapons) 
were ineffective.9 The United States relied on these procedures to remove a certain number of systems 
from accountability and hence meet New START’s numerical limits.

Additionally, Moscow has long feared that the United States seeks to coerce it by acquiring the 
capabilities to undermine Russia’s nuclear deterrent. It worries that, in a deep crisis or conflict, the 
United States might launch preemptive nuclear or nonnuclear attacks on Russia’s nuclear forces and 
then use missile defenses to defeat whatever surviving weapons Russia launched in retaliation. How-
ever, negotiations toward a treaty on strategic offensive arms are not the right forum for managing 
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Russian concerns about ballistic missile defenses. Washington has made clear that it will not accept 
binding limits on missile defenses, and Moscow cannot force it to do so. Instead, Russia should seek 
to manage its concerns through politically binding transparency and confidence-building measures 
that could, for example, demonstrate that missile defense interceptors located in Europe lack the 
speed to threaten Russian ICBMs (and, once again, these authors will soon be publishing proposals 
to this end). But a follow-on treaty can and should seek to manage the perceived threat of the United 
States’ conducting counterforce strikes with conventionally armed strategic weapons—boost-glide 
missiles and nonaccountable heavy bombers, in particular.

The following proposed elements of a follow-on treaty aim to address both Russian and U.S. con-
cerns. Each state would have to make concessions, but both would gain significantly more than they 
lose. In practice, negotiators do not settle on all aspects of an agreement at once; they trade conces-
sions with each other laboriously. This paper leaves questions of negotiating tactics—of precisely 
which concession should be traded for which—to the diplomats. It focuses instead on the key 
elements of a final agreement in the belief that, taken as whole, these elements represent a fair and 
attainable compromise.

Solution Concept

Given that a follow-on treaty should be based on New START, this discussion focuses exclusively on 
how New START should be adapted to reflect a decade’s worth of technological advances in nuclear 
delivery systems and treaty implementation lessons. Specific numerical limits for a follow-on treaty 
are not proposed. Such limits are invariably the result of internal military assessments as well as 
domestic and international bargaining; suggestions from analysts would likely carry little weight. 
Instead, it is more productive to focus on the major qualitative features of a follow-on treaty without 
getting bogged down in debates about precisely how many warheads, delivery systems, and launchers 
the parties should be permitted. That said, further reductions in numbers seem possible without 
compromising national security, and a follow-on treaty should facilitate them. Indeed, an analysis by 
the U.S. Department of Defense enabled president Barack Obama to conclude in 2013 that it was 
possible to “maintain a strong and credible strategic deterrent while safely pursuing up to a one-third 
reduction in deployed strategic nuclear weapons from the level established” by New START.10
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Central Limits

New START imposes three separate limits: 700 deployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers; 800 
deployed and nondeployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers; and 1,500 
deployed strategic warheads (with each deployed heavy bomber counted as one such warhead). All of 
the United States’ strategic-range nuclear weapons and the vast majority of Russia’s are captured by 
these limits (Russia’s nuclear-armed SLCMs are the only exception). However, to account for techno-
logical developments since New START’s negotiation, a follow-on treaty should, in various ways, 
manage a broader range of strategic offensive arms—boost-glide missiles, air-launched ballistic 
missiles (ALBMs), NTs, and nuclear-powered cruise missiles—while encouraging Russia to further 
reduce its reliance on vulnerable silo-based ICBMs loaded with large numbers of warheads. 

Intercontinental ground-launched boost-glide missiles and nuclear-powered torpedoes. IGLB-
GMs and NTs represent new kinds of strategic offensive arms. For a follow-on treaty to be credible, 
it is just as important to limit these weapons as it is to limit ICBMs or SLBMs. If IGLBGMs and 
NTs were not accountable, deploying them would enable the United States or Russia to circumvent 
the treaty’s limits. 

IGLBGMs are launched by large rockets, but rather than arcing high above the Earth like ICBMs, 
they reenter the atmosphere quickly and then glide unpowered through it at hypersonic speeds. In 
2019, Russia started to field the first IGLBGM, Avangard, which is intended to penetrate U.S. 
homeland missile defenses and will likely be deployed exclusively with nuclear warheads.11 Because 
its booster is a treaty-accountable ICBM, this missile counts toward New START’s limits—but 
future Russian IGLBGMs may not. The United States, meanwhile, is focused on the development of 
nonnuclear boost-glide weapons with shorter ranges, but it has conducted flight tests of interconti-
nental-range systems, which also may not be captured by New START’s limits.12 Russia is concerned 
that U.S. IGLBGMs, whether nuclear or conventionally armed, could threaten its nuclear forces. 
Managing these concerns is another reason for limiting IGLBGMs. Given the similarities between 
ICBMs and IGLBGMs, there should be few technical challenges to making IGLBGMs accountable 
under a follow-on treaty.

Concerns about U.S. ballistic missile defenses also motivated Russia to develop the Poseidon nucle-
ar-powered torpedo, which will have an extremely long range (described by the U.S. Department of 
Defense as “intercontinental”) and carry a high-yield nuclear warhead.13 Russia’s position is that its 
inclusion in New START would require an amendment. For now, the issue is moot because Poseidon 
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will likely not be deployed within the lifetime of New START or even during a possible extension. 
Looking forward, because Russia’s NTs will reportedly be deployed aboard a dedicated carrier subma-
rine—in much the same way that SLBMs are deployed on SSBNs—it should be technically straight-
forward for a follow-on treaty to limit them.14

Proposed Central Limits 

IGLBGMs and NTs—whether nuclear or conventionally armed—should be accountable under a 
follow-on treaty. Thus, the treaty should impose the following three categories of limits:
•	 Deployed ICBMs, IGLBGMs, SLBMs, NTs, and heavy bombers
•	 Deployed and nondeployed launchers for ICBMs, IGLBGMs, SLBMs, and NTs, as well as 

deployed and nondeployed heavy bombers 
•	 Warheads for ICBMs, IGLBGMs, SLBMs, and NTs, as well as warheads counted for heavy 

bombers

In implementing these provisions, the following new definitions should apply:
•	 “IGLBGM” means a land-based surface-to-surface weapon-delivery vehicle that sustains unpow-

ered flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path and has a range in 
excess of 5,500 kilometers. A reaction control system designed to change a vehicle’s attitude is 
not considered capable of powering flight.

•	 “NT” means an unmanned, undersea, nuclear-powered weapon-delivery vehicle. 
•	 For a boost-glide missile, the term “range” means the maximum distance that can be flown 

determined by projecting its flight path onto the Earth’s sphere from the point of launch to the 
point of impact on the assumption that its maximum speed does not exceed the maximum speed 
reached in any flight test of a missile of the same type.

Multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles. Although not a new technology, MIRVs—
multiple independently targetable warheads—undermine crisis stability. In particular, many of 
Russia’s vulnerable silo-based ICBMs are loaded with four, six, or even ten warheads.15 The United 
States could destroy each of these weapons before they were launched, with high confidence, by 
targeting them with just two warheads a piece. As a result, in a major conflict, the United States 
would have particularly strong incentives to attack Russia’s silo-based ICBMs preemptively—which 
would, in turn, create strong pressures on Russia to use those weapons while it still could. 
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Although a prohibition on MIRVed silo-based ICBMs would be desirable, Moscow would be highly 
unlikely to accept it today—not least because these weapons, which make up almost half of Russia’s 
deployed ICBM warheads, significantly reduce the costs of maintaining parity with the United 
States.16 Nonetheless, a follow-on treaty could still discourage loading large numbers of warheads 
onto individual missiles. In particular, to meet the central limits of a treaty that mandated steeper 
reductions of warheads than of deployed delivery systems and launchers, Russia would probably need 
to reduce the warhead loadings on some MIRVed ICBMs. While this approach would not require 
Russia to abandon such weapons entirely, it might lead Moscow to reassess the utility of Sarmat—a 
new heavily MIRVed ICBM currently under development—and deploy it in smaller numbers or, 
perhaps, not at all and instead place a greater emphasis on more survivable mobile ICBMs (in 
particular, the mobile variant of the RS-24 ICBM, which is currently under production). 

Proposed Provisions Relating to MIRVs

Under the follow-on treaty, the ratio between strategic deployed warheads and deployed delivery 
systems should be significantly smaller than New START’s value of 2.2:1.

Prohibitions and Restrictions

Other technological developments—nuclear-powered cruise missiles, ALBMs, air-launched boost-
glide missiles (ALBGMs), and SLBGMs—are also relevant to a follow-on treaty. These capabilities  
all have or could have strategic ranges but have never been limited through an arms control agree-
ment. Prohibitions or restrictions on deployments could be helpful in managing the risks associated 
with them. 

Nuclear-powered cruise missiles. Russia is trying to develop a nuclear-powered cruise missile, 
Burevestnik, though its efforts appear to have encountered significant setbacks. Most significantly, an 
accident in August 2019 that killed five Russian scientists and released radiation was reportedly the 
result of a botched operation to recover a missile that had crashed during a test.17 The military 
benefits of nuclear-powered cruise missiles—an effectively unlimited range and ability to penetrate 
missile defenses—are likely to be fairly modest given that Russia is developing other long-range 
systems that are capable of evading missile defenses. By contrast, these weapons create significant 
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costs and dangers, including the expense and difficulty of development and the considerable  
environmental risks of testing. As a result, such missiles should be prohibited. This measure  
would help Russia assure its European neighbors that they will be not be negatively affected  
by further testing.

Proposed Provisions for Nuclear-Powered Cruise Missiles

The follow-on treaty should prohibit each party from researching, producing, flight testing, or 
deploying nuclear-powered cruise missiles. 

Air-launched ballistic and boost-glide missiles. In the future, long-range ALBMs and ALBGMs 
could spark arms racing or crisis instability. (In keeping with a long-standing precedent, “long-range” 
in this context means a range of at least 600 kilometers.) Starting in 2017, Russia deployed Kinzhal, 
a dual-use ALBM with a claimed range of up to 2,000 kilometers, on MiG-31K aircraft.18 The 
United States, meanwhile, is developing conventional ALBGMs with ranges of up to about 1,000 
kilometers.19 The deployment of such weapons on nonaccountable bombers—specifically Russia’s 
Tu-22M (Backfire) medium bomber and converted U.S. B-1B and B-52H heavy bombers—would 
be problematic.

The Tu-22M does not meet New START’s definition of a heavy bomber because it is not equipped 
to carry long-range nuclear-armed air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs) and its unrefueled range is 
less than 8,000 kilometers. (There is some concern in the United States that a modernized version of 
the aircraft, the Tu-22M3M, may exceed the range threshold—though Russia has stated otherwise.) 
By arming this aircraft with long-range ALBMs or ALBGMs, however, Russia could give it a prompt 
strategic-range strike capability, thus circumventing New START’s limits and inducing a U.S. 
response. Meanwhile, the United States has converted some aircraft—its entire B-1B fleet and, more 
controversially, some B-52H bombers—so they are not accountable under New START. Arming 
these aircraft with nonnuclear ALBMs or ALBGMs could exacerbate Russian fears about conven-
tional attacks on its nuclear forces, thus risking crisis instability during a conflict. 

The simplest way to address these concerns would be for Russia and the United States to agree, under 
a follow-on treaty, to deploy nuclear or nonnuclear long-range ALBMs or ALBGMs only on trea-
ty-accountable heavy bombers or on nonaccountable tactical fighters. (In the meantime, it would be 
helpful for them to adopt this rule on a politically binding basis.) This approach would prohibit 
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Russia from deploying Kinzhal on the Backfire bomber and the United States from deploying its 
planned ALBGMs on converted heavy bombers. It would, however, permit the deployment of 
long-range ALBMs or ALBGMs on accountable heavy bombers since such deployments would  
be limited. This approach would also permit unlimited deployments on tactical fighters because  
such aircraft, even when armed with these weapons, could not threaten the interior of the other 
state’s homeland.20 

Proposed Provisions for Air-Launched Ballistic Missiles and Air-Launched 
Boost-Glide Missiles

The follow-on treaty should prohibit the deployment of long-range ALBMs and long-range ALB-
GMs except on either (1) treaty-accountable heavy bombers or (2) nonaccountable short-range 
tactical aircraft.

In implementing this provision, the following new or revised definitions should apply:
•	 “Heavy bomber” means a bomber of a type, any one of which satisfies either of the following 

criteria: (1) its unrefueled range is greater than 8,000 kilometers, or (2) it is equipped for long-
range nuclear ALCMs, long-range ALBMs, or long-range ALBGMs. 

•	 “Nonaccountable tactical aircraft” means an aircraft with an unrefueled flight range of less than 
2,000 kilometers.

•	 “Long-range ALBM” means an air-to-surface weapon-delivery vehicle that has a ballistic trajecto-
ry over most of its flight path and a range in excess of 600 kilometers. 

•	 “Long-range ALBGM” means an air-to-surface weapon-delivery vehicle that sustains unpowered 
flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path and has a range in excess of 
600 kilometers.

Sea-launched boost-glide missiles. The United States is currently developing SLBGMs; whether 
Russia has an interest in this technology is unclear.21 There is a strong theoretical argument for 
nonnuclear SLBGMs’ being accountable under a follow-on treaty—just as nonnuclear SLBMs, if 
deployed, would be accountable under New START. However, nonnuclear SLBGMs would almost 
certainly be deployed on nuclear-powered attack submarines or surface ships, which would likely 
preclude their limitation in a new treaty. These platforms have never been subject to inspections, and 
verifying limits on missiles deployed on them would be impractical. Nonnuclear SLBGMs, as well as 
SLCMs, should instead be managed through a politically binding transparency arrangement.22
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Long-range nuclear-armed SLBGMs, by contrast, should not be exempted from accountability. 
There is no publicly available evidence that either Russia or the United States is developing such 
weapons. However, because these missiles might be more effective than SLBMs at penetrating 
defenses, one or both parties may seek them to augment—or perhaps even replace—their SLBM 
forces. For this reason, the two parties should agree, in advance, that long-range nuclear-armed 
SLBGMs would be accountable pursuant to the follow-on treaty’s “new kinds” provision (which,  
as discussed below, should be a stronger version of the equivalent provision in New START).23 
Because inspections would be seriously hindered if the ships that carried these missiles were also 
configured for conventional operations, Russia and the United States should also adopt a rule  
against commingling long-range nuclear-armed SLBGMs with specified kinds of nonnuclear 
weapons on a single ship.

Proposed Provisions for Long-Range Nuclear-Armed Sea-Launched Boost-Glide 
Missiles	

In an agreed statement, included as an annex to the follow-on treaty, Russia and the United States 
should agree that long-range nuclear-armed SLBGMs, if deployed, will constitute a new kind of 
strategic offensive arm. 

They should also state that they will not deploy such weapons on ships or submarines on which 
long-range nonnuclear SLCMs or nonnuclear SLBGMs are deployed.

In implementing this provision, the following new definition should apply:
•	 “Long-range SLBGM” means a weapon-delivery vehicle that sustains unpowered flight through 

the use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path; has a range in excess of 600 kilometers; 
and is of a type, any one of which has been contained in, or launched from, a submarine or 
surface ship.
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Conversions and Exemptions

New START permits the conversion of delivery systems and launchers so they cease to count toward 
the treaty’s numerical limits. The United States has used these provisions to meet those limits. Russia, 
however, has argued that the procedures the United States used to convert SLBM launchers and 
B-52H bombers are not irreversible and that Russian acceptance of those procedures is required 
before converted systems become nonaccountable.24 A follow-on treaty should seek to address 
Russia’s concerns and prevent a recurrence of a similar disagreement in the future. To this end, two 
principles should be adopted. First, where possible, conversions should use procedures and practices 
that both parties have previously accepted. Second, additional transparency measures should be 
implemented to build confidence in the effectiveness of conversion procedures. 

SLBM launcher conversions. The nub of Russia’s concerns is that a steel closure affixed to the top of 
converted SLBM launch tubes—which the United States claims renders the launchers inoperable—
could be removed easily. Russia also argues that this closure prevents inspectors from verifying that 
the tube is incapable of containing or launching an SLBM. (The United States removed components 
to disable the launchers but has been unwilling to allow Russian inspectors to verify their absence.) 
While the United States acted in good faith in selecting the conversion method, were the situation 
reversed, Washington would probably be raising the same objections that Moscow is.

Russia and the United States are looking to try to resolve this issue through New START’s Bilateral 
Consultative Commission. However, even if they succeed in finding a mutually acceptable fix for the 
remainder of New START’s lifetime, the issue is likely to resurface in negotiations over a follow-on 
treaty (especially if either party needs to use conversion procedures to reduce SLBM launchers to 
meet treaty-mandated reductions). This controversy could likely have been avoided if the United 
States had adopted the same approach it took when it converted all the SLBM launchers on four 
Ohio-class SSBNs into cruise missile launchers. The United States reduced both the length and 
diameter of those tubes—a procedure that Russia acknowledged left the tubes verifiably incapable of 
launching SLBMs. This procedure, along with enhanced transparency, should become the standard 
for SLBM launcher conversions under a follow-on treaty. 
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Proposed Provisions for Conversions of Sea-Launched Ballistic Missile  
Launchers

The follow-on treaty should permit SLBM launcher conversions provided that (1) the length or 
diameter of the launch tube is reduced to render it physically incapable of accommodating an 
SLBM, and (2) following conversion, inspectors are able to view the interior of the launch tube  
from topside to confirm any reductions.

All SLBM launchers converted under New START must be reconverted according to the new 
standard if they are to remain nonaccountable. 

The inspecting party should be permitted to inspect all converted SLBM launchers on the SSBN 
containing the deployed SLBM that is designated for inspection.25 

Heavy bomber conversions and exemptions. In converting B-52H bombers, the United States 
severed their nuclear arming circuits and removed their nuclear pre-arming switches. However, the 
United States is unwilling to remove the attachment points for nuclear weapons because this equip-
ment is also used for nonnuclear munitions. Russia has stated that it cannot verify that these convert-
ed aircraft are incapable of launching long-range nuclear-armed ALCMs. Instead, it argues that 
converted bombers should be based at air bases with no nuclear infrastructure. This proposal, which 
the United States has rejected, goes beyond New START’s requirements and is a tacit acknowledge-
ment by Moscow that there is no technical solution to its concerns. 

Relatedly, a follow-on treaty will also have to manage the new bomber types that both Russia and the 
United States intend to deploy: PAK-DA and the B-21, respectively. Moscow and Washington may 
want some of these aircraft to be configured exclusively for conventional operations and hence 
exempted from accountability. However, it could be challenging to credibly distinguish between 
bombers of these types that are configured for nuclear operations and those that are not. 

An approach to managing this set of issues should be built around three principles. First, to afford 
the parties some flexibility in meeting a follow-on treaty’s central limits, conversions of certain 
existing types of heavy bombers should be permitted. Second, PAK-DA and B-21 aircraft configured 
exclusively for nonnuclear operations should be exempted from accountability only if they are based 
at separate locations from nuclear-capable heavy bombers. There is clear precedent for this approach. 
During New START negotiations, for example, Russia accepted that converted B-1Bs were nonnu-
clear—and hence nonaccountable—in part because they are based separately from treaty-accountable 
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heavy bombers. Finally, a follow-on treaty should provide more transparency on the operations of 
certain nonaccountable bombers—converted heavy bombers as well as nonnuclear PAK-DA and 
B-21 aircraft—to build confidence that they are not available for nuclear operations and that the two 
countries are not practicing or preparing for conventional counterforce strikes.

Proposed Provisions for Aircraft Conversions and Exemptions

The follow-on treaty should permit the United States to convert additional B-52H bombers using 
the procedures adopted under New START. All B-52H bombers converted pursuant to New START 
should be considered to have been converted.

Russia should be permitted to convert heavy bombers of any one type that was deployed prior to 
New START’s entry into force. 

Conversions of heavy bombers of any other type should not be permitted. 

Converted bombers should not be treaty-accountable, and it should be permissible to base them at 
either nuclear or nonnuclear air bases. 

U.S. B-1B bombers should continue to be subject to the limited inspection rights established by 
New START’s First Agreed Statement. Provided that these aircraft continue to be based exclusively at 
nonnuclear air bases, they should not be considered to be treaty-accountable heavy bombers and 
should not be subject to the enhanced transparency requirements for converted and new nonnuclear 
heavy bombers, as described below.

The parties should be required to designate all new heavy bombers—that is, heavy bombers of a type 
not deployed when New START entered into force—as either nonnuclear or nuclear-capable prior 
to their first deployment.
•	 New nonnuclear heavy bombers must be based at nonnuclear air bases and should be exempted 

from accountability. 
•	 New nuclear-capable heavy bombers must be based at nuclear air bases and should be  

accountable. 
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A party may change the designation of a new heavy bomber from nonnuclear to nuclear-capable, 
provided that the party rebases the aircraft to a nuclear air base (at which point it becomes treaty- 
accountable). A party may not change the designation of a new heavy bomber from nuclear-capable 
to nonnuclear.

All new nonnuclear heavy bombers and all heavy bombers converted under either New START or 
the follow-on treaty should be subject to enhanced transparency requirements. Specifically, each 
party should be required to assign all such bombers a unique identifier and provide specified notifica-
tions about their operations—in particular, their movements outside national territory and their 
participation in major exercises.26

In implementing these provisions, the following new definitions would apply:
•	 “New heavy bomber” means a heavy bomber of a type not yet deployed when New START 

entered into force.
•	 “New nonnuclear heavy bomber” means a new heavy bomber that is not equipped for long-range 

nuclear-armed ALCMs, nuclear air-to-surface missiles, nuclear bombs, long-range ALBMs, or 
long-range ALBGMs. 

•	 “New nuclear-capable heavy bomber” means a new heavy bomber that is equipped for long-
range nuclear-armed ALCMs, nuclear air-to-surface missiles, nuclear bombs, long-range ALBMs, 
or long-range ALBGMs.

•	 “Nonnuclear air base” means an air base without any infrastructure for storing or handling 
nuclear weapons, including an air base from which such infrastructure has been removed. 

•	 “Nuclear air base” means an air base with infrastructure for storing or handling nuclear weapons. 

New Kinds of Strategic Offensive Arms

Article V of New START gives each party the right, if it “believes that a new kind of strategic offen-
sive arm is emerging, . . . to raise the question of such a strategic offensive arm for consideration in 
the Bilateral Consultative Commission.” This provision is intended to provide the parties with a 
means to manage technological change that occurs over the course of the treaty’s lifetime. Its effec-
tiveness, however, is limited. If this provision were invoked, Russia and the United States would need 
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to agree on whether the arm in question was treaty-accountable and, if so, how to apply the treaty’s 
provisions. The result would almost certainly be an irresolvable disagreement. In the interim, the 
party developing the weapon would not be restricted from deploying it.

Since the New START negotiations, the United States has become concerned that Russia is develop-
ing various new kinds of strategic offensive arms that may not be accountable under the treaty. 
Meanwhile, Russia has long been concerned about strategic conventional weapons (or conventionally 
armed weapons with strategic range) and has sought to engage the United States in discussions about 
subjecting them to arms control. Indeed, Moscow’s position appears to be that, under New START, 
a new kind of strategic offensive arm could be nuclear or nonnuclear. As a result, both states should 
now have an interest in a follow-on agreement with a stronger provision that automatically requires 
new kinds of strategic offensive arms to be accountable—with the scope of any negotiations  
restricted to implementation arrangements only. 

If history is any guide, the negotiations over such a provision would play out in a predictable way. 
Given Russia’s concerns about conventional counterforce attacks, it would probably argue that a new 
kind of strategic offensive arm could be nuclear or nonnuclear. As precedent, it could note that, if 
conventionally armed ICBMs and SLBMs were deployed, they would be accountable under New 
START. The United States would worry, however, that Russia might try to use an overly broad new 
kinds provision to undermine the United States’ conventional military edge by arguing it applied to 
U.S. nonnuclear capabilities that did not threaten Russia’s nuclear forces.

A compromise is possible. The new kinds provision in a follow-on treaty should apply to both 
nuclear and nonnuclear weapons of strategic range. Its scope, however, should be limited only to 
kinds of arms that emerged after negotiations and not to existing kinds that are nonaccountable 
because the two sides disagreed on whether they should be (otherwise a party could weaponize  
this provision and use it to accomplish during implementation what it failed to achieve during 
negotiations). To further clarify the provision’s purpose and address U.S. concerns, Russia and the 
United States should negotiate an agreed statement that includes nonexhaustive lists of arms that 
they would and would not consider to be new kinds. (The lists would necessarily be nonexhaustive 
because it is impossible to foresee every new kind of arm that may be deployed over the treaty’s 
lifetime. If a new kind of arm not listed in the agreed statement were deployed, greater specificity in 
the treaty’s text should significantly reduce the potential for disagreement about whether it must be 
made accountable.) 
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Proposed Provisions for New Kinds of Strategic Offensive Arms

A follow-on treaty should specify that a new kind of strategic offensive arm must (1) have strategic 
range, (2) not be accountable under the follow-on treaty, (3) not have been deployed prior to the 
follow-on treaty’s entry into force, and (4) not have been specifically exempted in the agreed  
statement on new kinds. 

The follow-on treaty should further require:
•	 New kinds of strategic offensive arms to be treaty-accountable.
•	 The deploying party to notify the other party when each individual delivery system of a new kind 

first leaves a production facility and where it is deployed. 
•	 The two parties to negotiate all other necessary implementation details, including procedures for 

exhibitions and inspections, in the bilateral commission established to oversee treaty implemen-
tation. The agreement stipulating implementation arrangements should be legally binding 
without the need for additional domestic ratification procedures (as is the case for agreements 
reached in New START’s Bilateral Consultative Commission).27

In an agreed statement, Russia and the United States should provide nonexhaustive lists of arms that 
they would and would not consider to be new kinds of strategic offensive arms.

Arms considered to be a new kind should include the following:
•	 Nuclear-armed ground-launched intercontinental cruise missiles
•	 ALBMs and ALBGMs with ranges in excess of 4,500 kilometers28 
•	 Nuclear-armed SLBGMs

Arms not considered to be a new kind should include the following:
•	 Nonnuclear cruise missiles 
•	 Nuclear-armed ground-launched cruise and ballistic missiles with ranges less than 5,500  

kilometers 
•	 Ground-launched boost-glide missiles with ranges less than 5,500 kilometers 
•	 Nonnuclear SLBGMs

In the agreed statement, the parties should commit to declaring, at the time of entry into force, (1) 
all systems currently under development that may be deployed during the lifetime of the treaty that 
may constitute a new kind for purposes of the treaty, and (2) the anticipated year of deployment for 
each such system. Each party should update its declaration annually. 
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Verification

The follow-on treaty’s verification regime would be based closely on New START’s, which has 
functioned well. All required modifications would be relatively minor and should be straightforward 
to design and implement—though two are significant enough to highlight here.

First, the new treaty should provide for inspections of two kinds of delivery systems that are not 
limited by New START: NTs and IGLBGMs (though Avangard is an exception). Inspections of 
IGLBGMs would mirror those for ICBMs. Indeed, because Avangard is treaty-accountable, Russia 
and the United States have presumably developed inspection procedures that could be applied to 
other IGLBGMs. Inspection procedures for NTs would be based on those for SLBMs. In fact, 
inspections of NTs could be somewhat simpler because it should be acceptable to assume that each 
NT has only one warhead, whereas the number of reentry vehicles emplaced on an SLBM must  
be verified.

Second, NTM would be used to verify the prohibitions and restrictions pertaining to nuclear-pow-
ered cruise missiles, ALBMs and ALBGMs, and nuclear-armed SLBGMs. The most challenging of 
these tasks would likely be determining whether an SLBGM is nuclear-armed. A cooperative solu-
tion to this problem would be challenging because of the difficulties associated with inspecting 
nonnuclear SLBGMs deployed on nuclear-powered attack submarines or surface ships to verify that 
they are indeed nonnuclear. That said, in implementing previous arms control agreements, Russia 
and the United States have been content to rely on NTM for determining whether an ALCM is 
nuclear-armed—a similar kind of challenge. 

NTM would also be used to determine the range of boost-glide missiles (which is necessary because 
such missiles would be accountable only if they have a range of 600 kilometers when air- or sea-
launched, or 5,500 kilometers when ground-launched). Russia and the United States already rely on 
NTM, in large part, to determine the ranges of ballistic missiles for the purposes of New START 
implementation. Essentially identical techniques can be used to determine the characteristics of the 
rocket booster used to a launch a hypersonic glider. The glider itself can likely be tracked for almost 
its entire trajectory with existing early-warning satellites, thus enabling its characteristics (most 
importantly, the ratio between the lift and drag forces it experiences) and its maximum speed to be 
ascertained.29 Taken together, all this information should permit each state to obtain a reasonably 
accurate estimate of the range of the other’s boost-glide systems. 
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Assessment and Outlook

From a technical perspective, the proposed treaty appears to be entirely feasible. While it would 
unquestionably be a long and complex agreement—requiring perhaps a year of negotiations at a 
minimum—it would be based on New START, which has been successfully implemented. Moreover, 
only a few modifications to New START’s verification regime would be required, and they seem 
straightforward to design and implement. 

The political prospects of a follow-on agreement, however, are significantly less bright than the 
technical ones—though they are not entirely bleak. One challenge, particularly within the United 
States, is the domestic politics of treaty ratification. A Republican president would likely have little 
difficulty securing the two-thirds majority needed to obtain the U.S. Senate’s advice and consent. A 
Democratic president would face a much tougher challenge given likely Republican opposition, but 
recent congressional support for the extension of New START suggests that there is some continuing 
bipartisan backing for arms control. A well-managed ratification campaign could tap into this 
support, though such a campaign would undoubtedly be difficult.

But perhaps the single biggest challenge facing a follow-on treaty is simply the perilous state of 
U.S.-Russian relations—a “profound crisis” in the words of various Russian officials.30 Even at the 
best of times, negotiating a strategic arms control agreement is difficult. Under the current circum-
stances, when the default assumption for each state is that the other is acting in bad faith, and they 
have to tackle emerging technologies that have never been regulated, negotiations would likely be 
particularly fraught.

The state of the bilateral relationship also makes it more difficult for each party to accept the com-
promises that would inevitably be required to conclude a treaty. The most contentious compromises 
would likely concern what is not included in the agreement’s text. The United States would not 
obtain limits on nonstrategic nuclear weapons and China’s nuclear forces. Russia, meanwhile, would 
not succeed in restricting ballistic missile defenses. 

The result could be considerable pressure to expand the scope of negotiations. Yielding to this 
pressure would be a mistake, however. Precisely because relations between Russia and the United 
States are so poor, there is little prospect of their reaching a comprehensive agreement that includes 
capabilities as sensitive as nonstrategic nuclear warheads and ballistic missile defenses. Overambition 
would risk a total collapse of negotiations and, in turn, the emergence of a more unregulated deter-
rence relationship that is prone to dangerous arms racing and escalation. 
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Therefore, in the final analysis, Washington’s choice is not between a bilateral treaty that limits 
strategic nuclear forces and a trilateral one that limits all American, Chinese, and Russian nuclear 
weapons; rather, it is between bilateral limits on strategic nuclear forces and no limits at all. Similarly, 
for Russia, the choice is not between a bilateral treaty that limits strategic offensive and defensive 
forces and one that limits only offensive forces, but between limits on offensive forces and no limits 
at all. Given this reality, both governments should focus on negotiating a new bilateral strategic 
offensive arms limitation treaty.

Of course, this approach would not preclude separate negotiations to address other security concerns. 
On the contrary, the successful conclusion and implementation of a follow-on treaty would help 
create a better environment for them. In some ways, the situation is analogous to the late 1960s and 
early 1970s when the United States and the Soviet Union engaged in the first-of-their-kind Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). The first fruits of these negotiations—the 1972 SALT I Interim 
Agreement and the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty—did not address all, or even most, of each 
state’s security concerns. But these agreements did help curb the worst excesses of the arms race and, 
perhaps more importantly, paved the way for later and more ambitious agreements. A similar spirit 
of pragmatism would serve Russia and the United States well today. 

About the Authors

Pranay Vaddi is a fellow in the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for  
International Peace.

James Acton holds the Jessica T. Mathews Chair and is co-director of the Nuclear Policy Program 
and a senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.



 24

Notes

1	 U.S. Department of Defense, “Nuclear Posture Review,” February 21, 2018, 50–51, https://media 
.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/-1/-1/1/2018-NUCLEAR-POSTURE-REVIEW-FINAL-
REPORT.PDF; and Dmitry Solovyov, “Russia Says It Must Have Nuclear Parity With U.S.,” Reuters, 
December 7, 2007, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-russia-usa-nuclear/russia-says-it-must-have- 
nuclear-parity-with-u-s-idUSL0760845820071207.

2	 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2020, Public Law 116-92, 116th Congress 
(December 20, 2019), Section 1237(a), https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/116/s1790/text. 

3	 President of Russia, transcript of “Meeting With Defence Ministry Leadership and Heads of Defence 
Industry Enterprises,” December 5, 2019, Sochi, http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/62250.

4	 U.S. Department of State, “Briefing With Ambassador Marshall Billingslea, U.S. Special Presidential 
Envoy for Arms Control and Lt. Gen. Thomas Bussiere, Deputy Commander of the U.S. Strategic 
Command,” August 18, 2020, https://www.state.gov/briefing-with-ambassador-marshall-billingslea-u-s-
special-presidential-envoy-for-arms-control-and-lt-gen-thomas-bussiere-deputy-commander-of-the-u-s-
strategic-command/.

5	 U.S. Department of State, “Adherence to and Compliance With Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and 
Disarmament Agreements and Commitments,” June 2020, 22, https://www.state.gov/wp-content/
uploads/2020/06/2020-Adherence-to-and-Compliance-with-Arms-Control-Nonproliferation-and-
Disarmament-Agreements-and-Commitments-Compliance-Report-1.pdf.

6	 See, for example, the comments by then commander of U.S. Strategic Command Gen. John Hyten in 
U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee, “United States Strategic Command and United States Northern 
Command,” 116th Congress, 1st session, February 26, 2019, https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/
imo/media/doc/19-14_02-26-19.pdf, 81–82.

7	 For example, U.S. Department of State, Office of the Spokesperson, transcript of “Briefing With Senior 
State Department Official on the New START,” March 9, 2020, https://www.state.gov/briefing-with-
senior-state-department-official-on-the-new-start/.

8	 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, “Department of Arms Control and 
Disarmament Holds Briefing for International Arms Control and Disarmament Issues,” July 8, 2020, 
Beijing, https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjbxw/t1795979.shtml. 

Acknowledgments

This work was made possible by generous support from the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the 
German Federal Foreign Office, the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland, the Swiss Federal  
Department of Foreign Affairs, the Carnegie Corporation of New York, the New-Land Foundation, 
and the Prospect Hill Foundation. For research assistance, we gratefully acknowledge Megan DuBois, 
Garrett Hinck, and Gaurav Kalwani. For their invariably excellent editing, design, and production 
work, we thank Lori Merritt and Amy Mellon. For helpful conversations and insightful comments 
on earlier drafts, we are grateful to Alexey Arbatov, Rose Gottemoeller, TD MacDonald, and George 
Perkovich. Responsibility for this paper’s content, however, rests solely with its authors. 

https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/-1/-1/1/2018-NUCLEAR-POSTURE-REVIEW-FINAL-REPORT.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/-1/-1/1/2018-NUCLEAR-POSTURE-REVIEW-FINAL-REPORT.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2018/Feb/02/2001872886/-1/-1/1/2018-NUCLEAR-POSTURE-REVIEW-FINAL-REPORT.PDF
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-russia-usa-nuclear/russia-says-it-must-have-nuclear-parity-with-u-s-idUSL0760845820071207
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-russia-usa-nuclear/russia-says-it-must-have-nuclear-parity-with-u-s-idUSL0760845820071207
https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/116/s1790/text
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/62250
https://www.state.gov/briefing-with-ambassador-marshall-billingslea-u-s-special-presidential-envoy-for-arms-control-and-lt-gen-thomas-bussiere-deputy-commander-of-the-u-s-strategic-command/
https://www.state.gov/briefing-with-ambassador-marshall-billingslea-u-s-special-presidential-envoy-for-arms-control-and-lt-gen-thomas-bussiere-deputy-commander-of-the-u-s-strategic-command/
https://www.state.gov/briefing-with-ambassador-marshall-billingslea-u-s-special-presidential-envoy-for-arms-control-and-lt-gen-thomas-bussiere-deputy-commander-of-the-u-s-strategic-command/
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/2020-Adherence-to-and-Compliance-with-Arms-Control-Nonproliferation-and-Disarmament-Agreements-and-Commitments-Compliance-Report-1.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/2020-Adherence-to-and-Compliance-with-Arms-Control-Nonproliferation-and-Disarmament-Agreements-and-Commitments-Compliance-Report-1.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/2020-Adherence-to-and-Compliance-with-Arms-Control-Nonproliferation-and-Disarmament-Agreements-and-Commitments-Compliance-Report-1.pdf
https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/19-14_02-26-19.pdf
https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/19-14_02-26-19.pdf
https://www.state.gov/briefing-with-senior-state-department-official-on-the-new-start/
https://www.state.gov/briefing-with-senior-state-department-official-on-the-new-start/
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjbxw/t1795979.shtml


CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE  |  25

9	 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, “Comment by the Information and Press 
Department on the Latest Data Regarding the Aggregate Numbers of U.S. Strategic Offensive Arms 
Published by the U.S. Department of State,” February 27, 2018, https://www.mid.ru/en/web/guest/
foreign_policy/news/-/asset_publisher/cKNonkJE02Bw/content/id/3100658.

10	 White House, Office of the Press Secretary, “Nuclear Weapons Employment Strategy of the United 
States,” fact sheet, June 19, 2013, https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/06/19/
fact-sheet-nuclear-weapons-employment-strategy-united-states.

11	 “Russia Deploys Avangard Hypersonic Missile System,” BBC, December 27, 2019, https://www.bbc 
.com/news/world-europe-50927648.

12	 James M. Acton, “Silver Bullet? Asking the Right Questions About Conventional Prompt Global Strike,” 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, September 3, 2013, 39–44, https://carnegieendowment 
.org/files/cpgs.pdf. 

13	 U.S. Department of Defense, “Nuclear Posture Review,” 9.
14	 Reports vary about whether the Khabarovsk-class submarine, which appears to be the intended 

primary carrier for Poseidon, will contain six or eight torpedoes. One possibility is that it will contain 
six launchers but eight torpedoes, thus allowing for two reloads. If so, based on the definitions in this 
section, it would count as six NT launchers, eight NTs, and eight strategic deployed warheads. “Russia 
to Float Out New Sub to Carry Poseidon Nuke Drone in Late June—Source,” TASS, May 6, [2020], 
https://tass.com/defense/1153699; and “Russian Navy to Put Over 30 Poseidon Strategic Underwater 
Drones on Combat Duty—Source,” TASS, January 11, 2019, https://tass.com/defense/1039603. 

15	 Hans M. Kristensen and Matt Korda, “Russian Nuclear Forces, 2020,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 
76, no. 2 (2020): 106.

16	 Ibid, 103.
17	 Amanda Macias, “US Intel Report Says Mysterious Russian Explosion Was Triggered by Recovery 

Mission of Nuclear-Powered Missile, Not a Test,” CNBC, September 11, 2019, https://www.cnbc 
.com/2019/08/29/intel-says-russian-explosion-was-not-from-nuclear-powered-missile-test.html.

18	 Kristensen and Matt Korda, “Russian Nuclear Forces, 2020,” 112. 
19	 Kelley M. Sayler, “Hypersonic Weapons: Background and Issues for Congress, R45811,” Congressional 

Research Service, March 1, 2020, 6–7, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R45811.pdf.
20	 ALBMs or ALBGMs with long enough ranges to reach an adversary’s homeland from a tactical fighter 

should be considered to be a new kind of strategic offensive arm. 
21	 Sayler, “Hypersonic Weapons,” 5.
22	 Jeffrey Lewis, “Russia and the United States Should Resume Data Exchanges on Nuclear-Armed Sea-

Launched Cruise Missiles” in James M. Acton, ed., “Beyond Treaties: Immediate Steps to Reduce 
Nuclear Dangers,” Policy Outlook, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 10, 2012, 
4–5, https://carnegieendowment.org/files/beyond_treaties.pdf. An expanded version of this proposal, 
incorporating nonnuclear SLCMs and SLBGMs, will be published by the authors of this paper in late 
2020.  

23	 Additionally, if either party were concerned that the other might deploy nuclear or nonnuclear SLBGMs 
on SSBNs, they could agree that, for the purposes of treaty implementation, SLBGMs aboard an SSBN 
would be considered to be SLBMs. 

24	 “Problems Related to Implementation of the Treaty Between the United States of America and the 
Russian Federation on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
of 2010,” December 2018, 4 and 6, https://www.wsj.com/public/resources/documents/Russia.pdf.

25	 Under New START, the inspecting party may inspect only one such launcher.

https://www.mid.ru/en/web/guest/foreign_policy/news/-/asset_publisher/cKNonkJE02Bw/content/id/3100658
https://www.mid.ru/en/web/guest/foreign_policy/news/-/asset_publisher/cKNonkJE02Bw/content/id/3100658
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/06/19/fact-sheet-nuclear-weapons-employment-strategy-united-states
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/06/19/fact-sheet-nuclear-weapons-employment-strategy-united-states
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-50927648
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-50927648
https://carnegieendowment.org/files/cpgs.pdf
https://carnegieendowment.org/files/cpgs.pdf
https://tass.com/defense/1153699
https://tass.com/defense/1039603
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/29/intel-says-russian-explosion-was-not-from-nuclear-powered-missile-test.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/29/intel-says-russian-explosion-was-not-from-nuclear-powered-missile-test.html
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R45811.pdf
https://carnegieendowment.org/files/beyond_treaties.pdf
https://www.wsj.com/public/resources/documents/Russia.pdf


 26

26	 New START requires such notifications for accountable heavy bombers. See Protocol to New START, 
part 4, section 3, paragraphs 3–6. 

27	 The parties may agree upon measures to improve the “viability and effectiveness” of New START 
through the Bilateral Consultative Commission. Though substantive obligations cannot be changed 
absent a treaty amendment, minor matters relating to implementation, including inspection procedures, 
may be altered through agreement of the parties in the Bilateral Consultative Commission without the 
need to amend the treaty.

28	 The proposed treaty would permit ALBMs and ALBGMs to be deployed on nonaccountable tactical 
aircraft with ranges of less than 2,000 kilometers (in other words, on aircraft with a combat radius of 
1,000 kilometers or less). An aircraft with a combat radius of 1,000 kilometers would have to be armed 
with a missile with a range of 4,500 kilometers for it to be classed a strategic weapon. 

29	 On the ability of early-warning satellites to track gliders, see Cameron Tracy and David Wright, 
“Modeling the Flight, Heating, and Infrared Emission of a Hypersonic Boost-Glide Vehicle,” Union  
of Concerned Scientists (forthcoming). On determining glider characteristics from flight data, see  
James M. Acton, “Hypersonic Boost-Glide Vehicles,” Science & Global Security 23 (2015): 191–219.

30	 For example, “Kremlin Spokesman Downplays Improving U.S.-Russian Relations After Lavrov Trip,” 
Radio Free Europe, December 15, 2019, https://www.rferl.org/a/kremlin-spokesman-downplays-
improving-u-s--russian-relations-after-lavrov-trip/30326874.html. 

https://www.rferl.org/a/kremlin-spokesman-downplays-improving-u-s--russian-relations-after-lavrov-trip/30326874.html
https://www.rferl.org/a/kremlin-spokesman-downplays-improving-u-s--russian-relations-after-lavrov-trip/30326874.html


1779 Massachusetts Avenue NW  |  Washington, DC 20036  |  P: + 1 202 483 7600 

CarnegieEndowment.org


