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mentation in general has been sl0W.13 This assist-
ance includes help in export control and nuclear
material control and accountancy, but little is be-
ing done in terms of environmental cleanup or
health monitoring beyond a quick initial survey of
the Semipalatinsk site.

The establishment of an international research
center, possibly at Kurchatov City, might be a vi-
able option.14 The political problems faced by
similar projects in Moscow and Kiev would prob-
ably not impede such an agreement here. But the
same arguments as in the Belarus case (see chapter
4) could be made against establishment of a new
center—increased cost and less need to placate
Kazakhstan, since it has already ratified the NPT.
It might be easier either to set aside a certain frac-
tion of funds from the Moscow-based Internation-
al Science and Technology Center (ISTC) for use
in Kazakhstan, or to establish a branch ISTC of-
fice in Almaty. Kazakhstan has become a member
of the ISTC, along with Belarus, Armenia, and
Georgia, and it may receive some funding for
ISTC projects. However, it is not clear how much
funding from such an arrangement would go to
Kazakhstani scientists. In addition, Kazakhstani
sensitivity to being treated by the United States as
an appendage of Russia would argue for an inde-
pendent center there. 15

Also, the research perspective of a center in Ka-
zakhstan would likely be quite different from one
in Russia: Kazakhstani interests would probably
be mostly focused on environmental cleanup of
past military programs, and secondarily on energy
research: the country, in spite of large fossil fuel
resources, imports large amounts of electricity
from its neighbors, Russia and Tadjikistan.

Another argument against working with the
scientists at Kurchatov City is that the United
States may be reluctant to spend resources to help

preserve a former Soviet nuclear test site that
could one day again be used for developing nu-
clear weapons to target the United States. How-
ever, this type of argument also applies to the Rus-
sian weapon design centers of Arzamas and
Chelyabinsk, where it is generally thought that the
greater danger would be of weapon scientists there
contributing their expertise to states seeking
weapons of mass destruction, thereby promoting
proliferation.

The decision on whether to aid such facilities
and personnel depends on several factors. It is not
clear how valuable the facilities and resident ex-
pertise at the test site actually are. Once there is as-
surance that the nuclear material on the site is be-
ing properly protected, perhaps U.S. experts will
decide that there are insufficient technical grounds
to work on projects there. However, there is still
the problem of potential “brain drain” from the
personnel stranded at the site. Decisions on coop-
eration will depend, ultimately, on whether the
United States feels that the risk of nuclear prolifer-
ation from these sites, where personnel are under
severe economic and political stress, is greater
than the risk that the laboratories—particularly
Kazakhstani laboratories—will turn again to nu-
clear weapon development as part of a possibly re-
surgent imperialist power.

Joint research projects with Kazakhstani scien-
tists, however structured, would address at least
two concerns simultaneously: first, by involving
scientists from all over Kazakhstan, such projects
would assist the survival of science and technolo-
gy in that nation and aid its transition to a market-
based economy; second, they could bring much
needed financial support to the nearly abandoned
nuclear scientists at Kurchatov City. In addition, if
it at least partially focused on environmental
cleanup of military programs, it would address

1 J The(dor Ga]di,  Congressional  Research Service (CRS), “The Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction pfOgram for Soviet Weapons

Dismantlement: Background and Implementation,” CRS Report 93- 1057F(Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, Dec. 29, 1993).

14 ~is has ken  suggested  by W. potter in Arms Contro/ Today, op. cit., footnote 8, for both Belarus  and Kazakhstan.

15 see Fred  Hlatt, ‘&Kaza~ ~ader Wam5 the West NO(  t. concentrate  Aid on Russia,” The Wasfiingfon Pos/, Feb.  8, 1994, p. Al 1.



56 I Proliferation and the Former Soviet Union

one of the major political issues in Kazakhstan,
likely winning the support of both the president
and the parliamentary opposition. 16

Another option is for the United States to exer-
cise its influence with the IAEA and Kazakhstan
to hasten the establishment of safeguards agree-
ments over that country’s nuclear facilities. In
addition, the U.S. could help Kazakhstan improve
its nuclear safeguards and export control expertise
by training Kazakhstani scientists, technicians,
regulators, and customs agents, and by transfer-
ring nuclear detection equipment there. More-
over, the United States could transfer physical se-
curity technology and related systems analyses for
use at sensitive Kazakhstani nuclear facilities.

The U.S. “no-first-use” pledge, with its reser-
vations about non-nuclear-weapon states, is not
likely to be the decisive factor in motivating major
strategic decisions by Kazakhstan. However, the
matter is an irritant, both for Kazakhstan and, for
other reasons, for Ukraine. One option would be
for the United States to consider strengthening its
pledge not to use nuclear weapons first against any
nonweapon state, even those aligned with a weap-
on state. At any rate, the rationale underlying the
current version of the U.S. “no-first-use” pledge
needs to be revisited, given the absence of the bi-
polar world that gave rise to it. A recent redefini-
tion of Russian military doctrine took a “no-first-
use” position that closely parallels U.S. policy.
This will make it more difficult to implement a
change in policy in the United States.

Finally, as in Belarus, aid could be used to
house Russian forces maintaining custody of nu-
clear weapons on Kazakh territory, if it is deter-
mined that those personnel are in need of such
help. The same issues apply as did to Belarus (see
chapter 4): it would be difficult to help Russian
forces who were aiming missiles at the United
States. However, housing aid for those being re-

tired because of arms control agreements may be
more feasible.

POLICY OPTIONS SUMMARIZED
● Accelerate transfer of Nunn-Lugar funds to

Kazakhstan to aid compliance with arms
control agreements and initiatives.

Rationale For: Many urgent problems need ad-
dressing, especially the development of local ex-
pertise in safeguards and export control. This ac-
tion would help reduce an immediate threat to the
United States by aiding nuclear weapon disman-
tlement. It would also be a positive signal to Uk-
raine in trying to persuade it to accede to the NPT.

Arguments Against: In order to spend U.S.
funds wisely, it is necessary to review programs
carefully, which requires effort and time. Fraud
may be of particular concern in a country undergo-
ing major economic and political transitions and
suffering economic difficulties.

● Establish a formal program for science and
technology cooperation with Kazakhstan by
assisting in creation of a center for joint
scientific and technical research, possibly at
Kurchatov City. Focus could be on environ-
mental cleanup of nuclear, chemical, and bi-
ological weapon facilities.

Rationale For: This would satisfy various
needs for Kazakhstan, including employment of
scientists and technicians at Kurchatov City, aid-
ing President Nazarbaev's initiative to create a re-
search center there (as well as in Almaty), and
bringing international help to the environmental
problems of Kazakhstan. It would also aid in pre-
serving the scientific and technological expertise
of Kazakhstan during a difficult transition period,
since a high level of technological capability and a
good part of the technical expertise in Kazakhstan

16 Joint research  on environmental  cleanup  of the Soviet nuclear weapon complex was suggested by G. Perkovich and W. Potter in “Clean-

ing Up Russia’s Future: Scientists Could Deal With Its Nuclear Mess,” The Washington Post, Jan. 5, 1992, p. C2.
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is there. The economic stresses on the scientists
and the availability of nuclear material at the site
may threaten the international nonproliferation re-
gime. In addition, programs focused on Kur-
chatov City might usefully employ U.S. coun-
terparts from the Nevada Test Site.

Arguments Against: There is now less need to
placate Kazakhstan, since it has already acceded
to NPT. Further, the United States may not want to
help scientific staff at Kurchatov City, since it is
connected with the old Soviet nuclear weapon
program. Finally, resources might be more pro-
ductively focused on aiding economic develop-
ment, rather than on finding work for scientists.

Other possibilities:

1.

2.

3.

Open a branch of the Moscow International
Science and Technology Center in Almaty,
which would be easier and cheaper than found-
ing an independent center. However, this ap-
proach would probably be less pleasing to Ka-
zakhstan leadership, who are annoyed at
dealing with the United States through Russia.
Pursuing this option implies support for the
principle of working with Kurchatov City sci-
entists.
Use the FREEDOM Support Act mechanism to
establish a purely civilian R&D center (see
chapter 3).
Rely on laboratory-to-laboratory interactions,
together with the participation of U.S. industry,
for cooperative science R&D with Kazakhstan.

The last two mechanisms could be used togeth-
er. They would still be viable options, whether or
not the United States decided to work with Kur-
chatov City scientists. A broad umbrella agree-
ment between the U.S. and Kazakhstan has been
reached for the general purpose of scientific col-
laboration.

= Work with Kazakhstan and the IAEA to ap-
ply international safeguards to Kazakhstan
nuclear facilities as soon as possible.

Rationale For: The absence of nuclear safe-
guards and physical security measures at sensitive
Kazakhstan sites constitutes a serious prolifera-
tion risk. The government of Kazakhstan appears
to support the application of safeguards and is
working with the IAEA to this end.

Arguments Against: None.

■ Offer U.S. aid insetting up and training per-
sonnel for application of nuclear safe-
guards, customs, and export control re-
gimes.

Rationale For: Kazakhstan urgently needs
such aid to maintain proper control over nuclear
material on its territory. Note that pending export
control legislation creates the authority to help
other states establish and implement their own ex-
port controls. 17 Since the IAEA is far more
pressed financially than the U.S. government, it
may not be feasible for the IAEA to fund these ac-
tivities. Moreover, asking other countries, indi-
vidually or though their IAEA assessments, to
shoulder the responsibility for financing such ef-
forts would be tantamount to abandoning U.S.
leadership in nonproliferation.

Arguments Against: Because of fiscal limita-
tions in the United States, the government should
let the IAEA or other countries perform these
tasks, notwithstanding the above arguments.

● Apply U.S. Nunn-Lugar funds to housing
and, possibly, other support for Russian
personnel having custody of those nuclear
weapons stationed in Kazakhstan.

Rationale For: If such personnel are seriously
stressed economically, they may become vulner-
able to subornation by foreign or subnational
groups attempting to gain access to nuclear mate-
rials or weapons.

Arguments Against: Assistance given to active
nuclear officers would be difficult to justify, polit-
ically and otherwise.

17 omnibl(s E.rp~r[ AdminiSlrali~n Act of 1994, H.R.  3937, sec. 114 (i); Export Administration Ac~ Of 1$’94, S. 2203,  Sec.  10S (b) (9).
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● Provide Defense Conversion Assistance has potential to help hasten reform process. Ka-
Rationale For: Helps establish economic sta- zakhstan provides a better climate than most other

bility, resulting in less pressure to export weapon FSU states for foreign investment.
technologies; gives positive example of potential Arguments Against: Problem maybe too large
rewards for NPT accession to recalcitrant states; to be addressed by any realistic amount of U.S. aid.



F ew nations (possibly excepting Ukraine) dispute Russia’s
claim to be the legitimate heir of the Soviet Union’s nu-
clear arsenal. Russian possession of nuclear weapons,
therefore, does not derail the Non-Proliferation Treaty or

give added impetus to possible would-be proliferants. Nor do the
Russians lack the technical and military expertise needed to exer-
cise control over the weapons—the great majority of scientific
and technical workers in the Soviet weapon complex were ethnic
Russians and citizens of Russia, as were nearly all the Soviet ex-
perts who worked on nuclear doctrine and policy.

However, the problems of the Russian central government in
maintaining control over all nuclear weapons, nuclear material,
nuclear technology, and nuclear design information within its
borders gives rise to serious proliferation concerns. A related is-
sue is the degree of technical assistance that Russian missile and
nuclear experts—apparently with the cognizance of the gover-
nment-are believed to be providing China (see discussion be-
low). A major goal of U.S. nonproliferation policy with respect to
Russia is to prevent the transfer of any weapons or material tooth-
er states or subnational groups, and to prevent the export of vital
nuclear expertise or information, through emigration for this pur-
pose or otherwise.

Existing proliferation concerns would be tremendously aggra-
vated if the Russian Federation itself were to fracture, with sever-
al local entities declaring independence. The ensuing disorder
would present a strong challenge to the maintenance of adminis-
trative control of nuclear material and nuclear weapons (especial-

Russia 6
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ly tactical ones). The wide dispersion of nuclear
material and weapons in Russia would make it
very difficult to assure control over all such items
under such circumstances. Figure 4 shows the dis-
tribution of relevant facilities in Russia.

Under the ancien regime, control over the So-
viet nuclear weapon arsenal and infrastructure
was assumed to be unassailable because of the So-
viet government’s tight centralized authority, par-
ticularly over internal security and exports. Fol-
lowing the sobering consequences of its uranium
enrichment technology transfer to China in the
1950s, which led to the production of Chinese nu-
clear weapons, some of which were ultimately tar-
geted on the Soviet Union, the Soviet Union has
generally maintained a good record in supporting
and enforcing world nonproliferation objectives.
Since central control is now nowhere near as ef-
fective, achievement of nonproliferation objec-
tives is less certain than before.

Russia contains the great majority of the Soviet
Union’s strategic nuclear warheads, including
strategic land-based missiles, submarine-
launched missiles, and most of the bombs and
cruise missiles; it now contains all the tactical
weapons of the former Soviet Union (FSU) as
well. The total number of nuclear weapons has
usually been publicly described as on the order of

30,000, although occasional reports have placed
the number as high as 45,000.’ Nearly 8,000 are
strategic nuclear weapons. In addition, nearly all
the elements of the nuclear weapon complex of the
FSU are on Russian territory, including the two
main research laboratories, Arzamas-16 and Che-
lyabinsk-70. According to the Russians, all the
uranium enrichment, plutonium processing, war-
head component, and weapon assembly facilities
are located in Russia as well. In addition, there are
at least 20 research reactors, most fueled by highly
enriched uranium (HEU), and 28 civilian nuclear
power reactors (with 18 more under construc-
tion). 2,3

There have been numerous minor diversions of
material, including tiny amounts of plutonium
and small amounts of uranium of various degrees
of enrichment, from former Soviet nuclear (al-
though probably not military) facilities. In one of
these cases, about 100 kg of low-enriched ura-
nium (LEU) were reportedly removed from a MI-
NATOM (Ministry of Atomic Energy) plant in
Glazov, Russia, and recovered in Poland.4 There
have as yet been no verified reports of the diver-
sion of more than a few kilograms of former So-
viet highly enriched uranium (HEU) or pluto-
nium.5 However, the persistence of many cases of
smuggling of lesser amounts or of low-enriched

‘ See, for example, testimony by R. James Woolsey, Director, Central Intelligence Agency, before the Senate Cornmhtee  on Governmental
Affairs, Feb. 24, 1993, S. Hrg. 103-208, p. 12, forthe former figure. For the latter, see statement by ViktorMikhailov, Minister of Atomic Energy
of Russia, in W. Broad, “Russian Says Soviet Atom Arsenal Larger Than West Estimated,” The New York 7imes,  Sept. 26, 1993, p. 1. This state-
ment has not been confirmed by other Russian officials.

2 W. potter, “Nucle~  ~ofiles  Of tie Soviet Successor States” (Monterey, CA: Program for Nonproliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of

International Studies, May 1993).

3 S& U.S. C(}ngress,  Office of Technology Assessment, Technologies Underlying Weapons ofMass  Destruction, OTA-lSC-559  (wa+ing-

ton, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, August 1993), p. 182.
4 See Literaturnaya  Gazeta,  Jan. 20, 1993, p. 13, FBIS, TND-93-006, Mar. 5, 1993, p. 21.
5 Several kilograms of fresh nuclear submarine fuel containing highly enriched uranium were reportedly stolen from a nuclear submarine

facility at Murmansk; see “Nuclear Fuel Rods Stolen From Murmansk Naval Base,“ Moscow Ostankino Television, Dec. 2,1993, FBIS, JPRS-

TND-93-001, Jan. 6, 1994, p. 24. The fuel was reportedly recovered onJune 30, 1994, and three naval officers arrested. Segodnya, July 2,1994,
p.7, FB1S-SOV-94-128, July  5, 1994, p.27.
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uranium indicates some laxity in control over nu-
clear materials; more serious breakdowns in con-
trol, leading to the removal of material directly us-
able for nuclear weapons, cannot be excluded.6

The lion’s share of Soviet expertise and experi-
ence in protecting, safeguarding, and handling nu-
clear weapons and materials remains in Russia.
However, the reliability and integrity of some of
those in charge of nuclear weapons and nuclear
weapon materials is no longer beyond question,
particularly as living conditions worsen. The indi-
viduals who are in a position to divert materials
from their authorized uses may also know how to
circumvent what protections do exist.

Even the elite Strategic Rocket Forces are ap-
parently not immune to problems of maintaining
minimal living standards. Russian TV reported in
July 1993 on a strategic rocket installation at Iva-
novo, not far from Moscow. While asserting that
there were no serious problems in maintaining
proper control over the nuclear weapons, the re-
porter stated that the soldiers had not been paid in
two months and that many officers were without
housing. 7 If such problems exist at rocket bases
near Moscow, it is conceivable that the situation
may be even worse at sites thousands of miles
away and further from the center of authority.

Further, experts in safeguarding nuclear mate-
rials have alleged that material control and ac-
countancy (MC&A) practices in Russia today are
inadequate. Under the Soviet Union, control over

materials had been exercised primarily by control-
ling physical access to relevant facilities; accurate
accountancy methods for keeping track of materi-
al inventories were never instituted.8 Only a few
facilities were ever offered by the Soviet Union to
be placed under international safeguards (the So-
viet Union, as a nuclear-weapon state, was not
bound under the NPT to apply safeguards to its
own nuclear facilities), and a consistent nation-
wide safeguards system was never developed. Ef-
forts by the United States (under the Nunn-Lugar
program) are under way to help establish better
MC&A systems there, as in other republics of the
FSU.

“BRAIN DRAIN”
Since the Soviet Union’s collapse, scientific es-
tablishments there have been restructuring them-
selves. Laboratories of the military establishment,
the Ministry of Atomic Energy (including the 10
closed cities of the nuclear weapon complex, such
as Arzamas and Chelyabinsk), the Russian Acade-
my of Sciences, and independent and university-
based institutions have been competing intensely
for funds. The nuclear weapon laboratories are of
particular concern from the proliferation point of
view, both because the laboratory scientists could
transfer vital nuclear weapon expertise to foreign
parties, and because they have been greatly ne-
glected by Moscow in the course of the political
chaos of late 1992 and 1993.

6 A long ~icle in fj(erafur~ya  Ga:e(a, Ju]y 21, 1993, p. 13, FBIS, USR 93-107, Aug. 18, 1993, p. 49, ~lates  how a shady network of black

marketeers advertised HEU or plutonium for sale at enormous prices, apparently only delivering either tiny quantities or else low-enriched
uranium. The article does refer to an International Atomic Energy Agency report listing 21 incidents of stolen radioactive materials, including
the Glazov  theft and other cases at different institutions, including Arzamas  and Cheiyabinsk. The black market networks allegedly have partic-
ipants from the closed cities of the nuclear weapon complex. These stories maybe alarmist and may only indicate a network of criminals who are
able to bilk foreigners, rather than divert significant quantities of nuclear material. However, the persistent number of incidents shows at least
some smuggling of LEU and other radioactive materials.

7 ITOGI  TV, July 18, 1993, 1800 GMT; FBIS videotape, Arms Proliferation and Nuclear Issues 93-018.
8 Forexample,  see O. Bukharin, S. Rodionov, V. Shmelev, “Period of Transition--Proliferation Hazards in the CIS” (Heidelberg, Germany:

Protestant Institute for Interdisciplinary Research, March 1993). The same has been reported by many foreign observers, including W. Potter,
“Nuclear Exports From the FormerSoviet Union: What’s New, What’s True, ’’Arms Conrro/ Today,  JanJFeb.  1993, pp. 3-10, and, more recently,
in “Russian Weapons Plutonium Storage Termed Unsafe by MINATOM  Official,’’fVuc/eonics Week, Apr. 28, 1994, where Aleksei Lebedev  of
MINA’IOM  is quoted assaying that Russia’s interim plutonium storage facilities are not safe and not well guarded. He also mentioned problems
with accurate accounting. He complained that the delays in Num-Lugar  aid were to blame. Naturally, his comments might be construed as
self-sewing.
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Conditions at the weapon laboratories have de-
teriorated to the point where scientists there have
been told to supplement their food by growing
vegetables in their own gardens. Staff at the Arza-
mas and Chelyabinsk laboratories (roughly the
equivalent of the U.S. Los Alamos and Livermore
nuclear weapon laboratories, respectively) were
not paid for two months in late spring of 1993,
leading to protest rallies in late June at both insti-
tutions. Following the rallies, payments were re-
sumed, relieving tensions for at least a time. As of
June 1993, the pay scale for a Doctor of Sciences
(the Russian equivalent of several years of re-
search beyond the Ph. D.) was less than that of a
railroad conductor; earlier reports had noted that a
mid-level scientist received half the salary of a bus
driver. 9 Previously, the inhabitants of the closed
cities were kept in somewhat splendid isolation,
with their material wants very well catered to by
Soviet standards. The radical deterioration in their
economic situation over the past three years is due
not only to the ongoing economic and political
crises in Russia, but also to the fact that their prin-
cipal expertise—the development and design of
nuclear weapons—is apparently no longer highly
prized by the government. The result has been ex-
treme demoralization, especially among the youn-
ger staff, who have not experienced the close ca-
maraderie and patriotic purpose that were
hallmarks of the early days at these laboratories.

Two active Russian nuclear physicists appear-
ing on a French television program in March 1993
announced that they saw nothing wrong with aid-
ing nuclear aspirants such as Iraq and Libya in
their efforts to get the bomb. The fact that these
scientists did not seem to fear any reprisals for
their remarks might indicate either that the Rus-
sian authorities are not seriously concerned about

such activities, or, more likely, that the gover-
nment has problems instilling and enforcing an eth-
ic against proliferation. Even so, no instances of
such migration of expertise have yet been con-
firmed.

Following the rally at Arzamas, on June 24,
1993, Scientific Director Vladimir Belugin re-
marked that it was risky to let such a nuclear facil-
ity “suffer.” He noted that, unlike conventional
arms, which can be openly exported, “Our prod-
ucts cannot become a commodity sold on the mar-
ket because of the nonproliferation agree-
ment”-- implying that the laboratory was thereby
disadvantaged relative to other enterprises in Rus-
sia. He added that Iraq had offered Arzamas $2 bil-
lion for a warhead.ll Attacking the lack of U.S.
aid, which, he said, had been more talked about
than forthcoming for the past two years, he stated
that U.S. policy was to “destroy us as soon as pos-
sible.” 12 This sentiment may have been expressed
for propagandistic reasons, to scare the United
States into providing more aid. It also is consistent
with long-standing attitudes toward the West on
the part of Soviet officials. Nevertheless, the state-
ment was particularly upsetting to Los Alamos
scientists who had been working closely with Dr.
Belugin and had thought they had developed a
good working relationship. Even if this declara-
tion was self-serving and exaggerated, it does re-
flect a general sentiment in Russia.

In a similar vein, V. Gorshkov, deputy head of
the trade union committee at Chelyabinsk, was
quoted on Russian television as saying that if the
“critical” situation continued, the laboratory
would have to halt work on programs “connected
with international treaties on arms control, de-
struction and nonproliferation of nuclear arma-
ments.”13 On August 19, 1993, the Russian news-

9 See T. Beardsley, “Selling to Survive,” Scientific American, February 1993, pp. 92-100.

10 Antenne 2, pans, “F Comme Fiction,” Mtich  1993.

I I He did not provide  any  independent  confirmation  of this statement.

12 UpI, July  13,  1993, A. Kacherov, Moscow.

13 Vesti Newscast, Ju])J 4, 1993.
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paper Izvestiya reported that Chelyabinsk was on
the verge of bankruptcy. Evoking the financial
problems there, the article referred to the Decem-
ber 1992 attempt of some 50 Russian rocket spe-
cialists to emigrate for jobs in North Korea, im-
plying that similar problems might arise at
Chelyabinsk if Moscow authorities did not heed
the desperate pleas for economic aid and attention
by members of the laboratory.14

Official statements regarding the possibility of
nuclear theft or transfer of technology changed

. radically in tone over the spring and summer of
1993. For example, as recently as March 1993,
Arzamas Scientific Director Belugin had re-
marked that no workers from Arzamas had been
“lost” in spite of the economic difficulties and in
spite of many “proposals” from “Middle East
countries in particular.”l5 In the same period, Ni-
kolai Yegorov, Deputy Minister of MINATOM,
likewise denied such problems.l6

By the summer, however, the tenor of these of-
ficial statements changed, as can be seen in the
statements quoted previously. Thus, comments
from Russian officials have gone from high confi-
dence in the winter of 1992-1993 to caution and
trepidation the following summer. This shift may
indicate concern over an apparent growing sus-
ceptibility of Russian nuclear scientists and tech-
nicians to foreign subornation. Because of the
enormous quantities of nuclear materials and
weapons in Russia, and because of the large num-
ber of employees of the nuclear complex (up to 1
million, although fewer have vital technical
knowledge or direct access to nuclear materials
that would be very useful to a would-be prolife-
rant), one might expect an effort on the part of the
world’s proliferants to seek either personnel or
material there. As noted above, Russian officials

have reported attempts by various parties to do
just that. Given the many potential targets for
this activity and the economic strains under
which many of them operate, the threat of a di-
version of nuclear expertise or material from
Russia cannot be discounted.

In 1992, the United States, with its allies, had
already become concerned about economic diffi-
culties at the weapon cities of the FSU. Reports
that agents from several Middle Eastern countries
were in Moscow attempting to recruit Soviet per-
sonnel fueled fears of nuclear proliferation. In
response, the United States and Germany led an
international effort to fund an International Sci-
ence and Technology Center to be headquartered
in Moscow. Originally intended to encompass all
interested states of the FSU, political pressure
resulted in a proposal for a second center in Uk-
raine. These institutions were to provide fund-
ing for research projects that would support sc sci-
entists at the weapon laboratories so they would
be able to work in peaceful areas that interested
them, producing valuable science. However, the
project took many months to arrange, requiring
detailed negotiations among the United States,
European governments, and Japan over issues of
funding, project selection procedures, and pro-
grammatic control.

By the time the agreement among the donors to
establish the center was in place—with the Euro-
pean Community, United States, and Japan each
contributing about $25 million-other difficulties
arose. Scientists at the Russian weapon laborato-
ries suspected that a Moscow bureaucracy was be-
ing installed that would milk most of the funds,
leaving little to find its way to the institutions,
much less to the scientists themselves. Worse still,
conservative elements in the Russian parliament

14 Aflicle ~ /zve$/fya,  Aug. 19, 1993,  I steal., p. 2, FBIS-SOV-93-I  62, Aug. 24, 1993, p. 32. The attempted emigration of missile specialists
is described in the “Brain Drain” section at the end of chapter 3.

15 fiNouve/ Obsemateur,  Mar. 18-24, 1993,  p. 8. FBIS, JPRS-TND-93-003-L, Apr. 22, 1993. Again, such StiNeInt?ntS  InuSt  be Vkw?d  Wh.h

caution unless independently substantiated because they may be intended to stimulate attention and concern in the West.
16 Yegorov WaS quoted as saying,  “... not a single one of our fellow countrymen has sold even one gram of weapons-grade uranium or pluto-

nium. And he will not sell. This is virtually impossible. [emphasis added]” De/ovoy Mir, Feb. 16, 1993, JPRS-TND-93-006, Mar. 5, 1993.
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began to regard the centers as fronts for western
efforts to steal scientific expertise from the highly
respected and advanced technical institutions in-
volved. Further, the foreign oversight of Russian
scientific work was galling, particularly to nation-
alist factions in the Russian parliament. By early
1993, the issue had become embroiled in the pow-
er struggle between President Yeltsin and the Rus-
sian parliament.

These delays—both within the FSU and among
the Western participants—may have been nearly
fatal for the centers. By July 1993, the proposal to
establish the center in Moscow was stalled in par-
liament and some Russian scientists were report-
ing to U.S. collaborators at Sandia National Labo-
ratories that they considered the concept dead.
This assessment was premature, preceding Presi-
dent Yeltsin’s dissolution of the old parliament in
September 1993 and the new parliamentary elec-
tions in December. The center was resurrected at
the end of December by presidential decree and
began operation in early 1994, without waiting for
the new parliament to take action. The project is
finally off the ground and it now includes partici-
pation by Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, and Ka-
zakhstan, as well as Canada, Finland, and Swe-
den.

At this writing, it is not clear what effect the
greatly strengthened extreme right-wing national-
ist faction in the lower house of the new parlia-
ment will have on the ISTC. An article by a newly-
elected member attacked the center, but, in the
welter of issues facing the government, his com-
plaints did not appear to find a resonance.17,]8

To circumvent the bureaucratic delays that
have stalled the International Centers so far, the

U.S. nuclear weapon laboratories have, under the
oversight of the Departments of Energy and State,
begun joint research projects directly with the
weapon laboratories in Russia and some institutes
in Ukraine. At the behest of the Department of En-
ergy, the three U.S. nuclear weapon laboratories
(Los Alamos, Livermore, Sandia) established an
interlaboratory coordinating group that has since
been expanded to 10 U.S. national laboratories.
This group has been especially useful in forestal-
ling interlaboratory rivalry and duplication on the
U.S. side. As of summer 1993, Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratory had transferred about
$1 million for work in peaceful areas of laser re-
search to colleagues in Chelyabinsk; Los Alamos
had engaged in joint research projects totaling
some $500,000 with scientists from Arzamas; and
Sandia had entered into some hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars in contracts for cooperative re-
search with institutes in Tomsk, Yekaterinburg,
and other cities in Russia, as well as with various
metallurgical institutes in Ukraine. Given the val-
ue of the Russian ruble, estimates now (May
1994) are that about $300 to $400 per month
would be sufficient to provide a livable salary for a
scientist in the FSU.

These efforts have succeeded in aiding many
former Soviet researchers, and plans are under
way to expand the program. This is an excellent
example of how efforts by working-level offi-
cials and scientists on both sides can be effec-
tive where higher profile attempts bog down in
bureaucracy and international politics. How-
ever, all these efforts have so far been financed out
of U.S. laboratory discretionary funds and are thus
limited in scope.19

17 v. Trofimov”  in  Ne:a\,isirnqa  Ga:era, Dec. 29, 1993.

18 A slml]ar Siluatlon  has ~sen in ~aine, where nationalist pressure in the Rada (parliament) provided a political obstacle even to tie

signing of an agreement by the president. This resistance was finally overcome in October 1993, when President Kravchuk  signed an agreement
that the Rada does not need to ratify.

19 In addition t. governmental  efforts, private professional organizations such as the American Astronomical Union, the American Mathe-

matical Association, and the American Physical Society have transferred hundreds of thousands of dollars to former Soviet counterparts in an
effort to keep science and research alive in the FSU. The efforts of the Soros  Foundation and its founder, George Soros,  who has expressed the
intention of distributing up to $100 million for such purposes, will have ma~r  beneficial effects on the state of former Soviet science and scien-
tists. However, these efforts are aimed at civilian basic research only, and so have only indirect effects on nonproliferation.
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Some relatively minor bureaucratic changes in
procedure could significantly improve efforts to
work with the Russian scientists. For one thing,
U.S. scientists universally report great difficulties
in receiving permission from the Department of
Energy to travel overseas. Approval frequently
comes at the last minute or later, severely disrupt-
ing travel planning and occasionally forcing trips
to be cancelled. Moreover, when minor trip details
are changed by the Russian side, the whole ap-
proval process must begin again.

On the other hand, U.S. policy has been that,
for security reasons, Russian scientists cannot ob-
tain multiple-entry visas from the United States,
even though Russian businessmen can. This
policy complicates the scheduling of trips, since
each visa requires a month for approval, even if
the individual has traveled several times previous-
ly to the United States. Flexibility on this issue by
the U.S. government would facilitate a number of
joint U.S.-Russian research projects.

Russian scientists and scientific organizations
have let their U.S. counterparts know what they
need to continue their professional activities ef-
fectively. First, they need to maintain contacts
with the world’s scientific communities, through
receipt of professional journals (which are becom-
ing prohibitive in cost due to the rapid inflation
over the past three years) and through participa-
tion in international conferences (both in Russia
and elsewhere) and topical schools. In addition,
joint research projects are essential because they
provide contact with foreign science and scien-
tists, because they sometimes allow the transfer of
funds to Russian scientists and institutions (help-
ing keep the Russian scientific community afloat),
and because they sometimes allow limited term
exchanges of scientists between western countries
and Russia.

Many U.S. and European professional soci-
eties have provided large numbers of scientific
journals to satisfy the first of these requirements.
Further, they also have instituted international
conferences and schools in collaboration with
Russian institutes. Joint research projects—gen-
erally aimed at civilian scientists—have been car-
ried out between individual university researchers

and their partners in Russia. The relevance of most
such programs to proliferation is indirect: by help-
ing stabilize the Russian civilian industrial and re-
search bases, they may help promote the eventual
economic stabilization and recovery of the coun-
try. More directly, they provide civilian scientific
employment opportunities. Such stabilization
may play a role in reducing the risks of some ave-
nues of proliferation—those that arise from severe
economic stresses that pressure individuals and
reduce the ability of the government to maintain
custody and control over nuclear material.

There are also joint projects, both proposed and
under way, between weapon scientists at U.S. na-
tional laboratories and those in Russia. These bear
directly on “brain drain” proliferation problems.
An institutionalized program of laboratory-to-
laboratory exchanges, the Laboratory-Industry
Partnership Program (LIPP, discussed in chapter
3), involves U.S. private industry as well as U.S.
laboratories. It will make use of funds appro-
priated in the fiscal year 1994 Foreign Operations
Appropriations Act. While such a program would
be highly useful, it suffers from two drawbacks.
First, funds for this program so far have been ap-
propriated for only one year. If not renewed for
several additional years, the program is unlikely
to be productive, since the partnerships it envis-
ages involve projects that will require support for
two years or more. Second, the funds are taken
from the appropriation for the Department of State
and given to government laboratories in the De-
partment of Energy. In the future, it may be
more efficient to add a line item within the De-
partment of Energy budget specifically for
such joint research projects involving U.S. na-
tional laboratories and Russian scientists (as
well as those from other FSU republics). Such a
mechanism would allow past fruitful collabora-
tions to continue without requiring that the funds
come out of the State Department operating budg-
et or other national laboratory research efforts.

THE CHINA CONNECTION
The government of China has apparently success-
fully recruited Russian missile (and, possibly, nu-



clear) experts on a large scale. Russian scientists
are said to be working for China, both onsite and
via electronic mail, for salaries in the range of
$24,000 per year plus perquisites—some five or
more times what they would otherwise earn at
home. The Chinese media have reportedly
claimed that up to 3,000 scientists have been re-
c r u i t e d . 2 0  -

It might appear at first glance that concerns
based on these reports are minor, since China al-
ready possesses both nuclear weapons and rela-
tively advanced missile technology. However, the
transfer of this sort of technology to China pres-
ents two serious dangers. First, transfer of ad-
vanced Soviet nuclear weapon designs to China
would greatly assist the development, manufac-
ture, and deployment of multiple independently
targetable reentry vehicles—a means of dispens-
ing several nuclear warheads from a single mis-
sile. Implementation of this technology would
permit China to increase its nuclear weapon stock-
pile and capability substantially, presenting an in-
creased threat to its Asian neighbors and to the
United States. Transfer of advanced Soviet nu-
clear weapon designs to China would greatly as-
sist such developments. Second, Chinese trans-
fers of Russian technology to other nations
could seriously exacerbate regional prolifera-
tion concerns.

Past Chinese actions give cause for worry. Chi-
na was reported in the 1980s to have transferred
nuclear weapon technology to Pakistan.** More
recently, in summer 1993, the United States gov-
ernment imposed sanctions on China for the trans-
fer of M-11 missiles to the same nation.22 It can-
not be assumed that China would not retransfer
advanced technologies related to weapons of mass
destruction and means of delivery. Such actions
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could be taken for either strategic or financial rea-
sons.

U.S. POLICY OPTIONS REGARDING
RUSSIA
Russia is still a great power, but it is undergoing
sustained political and economic turmoil. There-
fore, U.S. attempts to influence the course of
events there may have only a marginal effect. On
the positive side, most Russian political fac-
tions-despite their disagreements in other policy
areas-agree that control of weapons of mass de-
struction and related materials should be as strong
as possible. However, civil disorder, chaos, or
anarchy would make it difficult or impossible to
maintain such control.

Maintaining stability in Russia not only sup-
ports the world’s nonproliferation regime; it may
be essential to that regime’s survival. While the
United States cannot determine the overall course
of events in Russia, U.S. actions can improve the
current situation relative to nonproliferation. The
issue of nuclear nonproliferation is of great impor-
tance to the national security of the United States
and to global stability. Therefore, the conse-
quences of failure provide a strong incentive to
help, despite possible limitations on the ability of
outside forces to solve Russia’s internal problems.

POLICY OPTIONS SUMMARIZED
● Continue to pursue negotiations with Russia

to implement reciprocal monitoring of nu-
clear weapon facilities in order to gain the
right to inspect Russian facilities. Such mon-
itoring would permit verification of weapon
dismantlement under the Gorbachev and
Bush initiatives.

Zo see J, Fia]ka,  “U.S.  Fe~s  china’s success in Skimming Cream of Weapons Experts from Russia,” ~he wU// StreerJournal, @t.  14, ~ 993,

p. 12, and T.M. Cheung , “China’s Buying Spree,” Far Eastern Economic Review, July 8, 1993, p. 24.

21 See L. Spector, Nuc/ear Ambirions (Boulder, CO: Westview R55, 1~), pp. 93 ~d 33*.

22 For a brief  discussion and citations to several press reports, see T. Halevy, “Chinese Compliance with the Missile Technology Control
Regime: A Case Study, ’’Nationa/  Security Quarrerly,  vol. 1, No. 3, 1993, published by the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs, Wash-
ington, DC.
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There is a possibility that nuclear material, technology, or expertise maybe diverted from Russia to for-
eign parties. Similarly, expertise in areas such as biological weapons or chemical technology may also
be diverted. The likelihood of such occurrences is difficult to assess,
Many in the nuclear weapon complex, in other weapon development programs, and in the armed forces
are under severe economic strain. This pressure saps morale and renders some individuals susceptible
to bribery and other forms of coercion.
The International Science and Technology Center, funded by the West and intended to help former So-
viet weapon scientists with funding and with international joint research projects, was delayed for about
a year and as of this writing is only beginning to function.
There have been numerous cases of smuggling of nuclear and other materials. More effective control
of commodity flows across borders is needed.
Until the economic and political situations stabilize, adequate control over nuclear material in Russia will
likely be difficult to maintain, This situation can be mitigated by improving material control and accoun-
tancy methods. The IAEA is currently providing some assistance to this end, but this effort, constrained
by the limited resources of the IAEA and the political weakness of the Russian nuclear regulatory agency,
GOSATOMNADZOR, needs to be supplemented if the Russian system is to be improved rapidly,
U.S. efforts to verify Russian weapon dismantlement or storage, or to examine the effectiveness of Rus-
sian material accountancy and control, are likely to be frustrated unless the United States offers some
reciprocity of access to Russian officials at analogous U.S. facilities, This may be eventually be accom-
plished under the recent agreement between MINATOM and the U.S. Department of Energy, which
constituted a major step toward implementation of reciprocal inspections,
Reports that Russian missile and nuclear scientists are working in or for China, if true, could lead to great-
ly improved Chinese nuclear capability and also to the spread of nuclear and missile technology to other
countries.

Rationale For: In verifying that the dismantle-
ment initiatives are being carried out properly, it
would be desirable for the United States to assure
itself that the quantities of plutonium and HEU de-
clared to come from dismantled weapons actually
do, rather than from some other source in the
stockpile. Providing such assurance would re-
quire monitoring inflows and outflows at the dis-
mantlement site, the plutonium storage facility,
and the HEU blending facility. Unless the United
States provides reciprocal access to the Russians,
the Russians are not likely to grant such access to
the United States.

The United States and Russia achieved an
agreement on mutual inspections on March 16,
1994. At this writing, it is clear that inspections
will take place at storage facilities, probably at the
Pantex weapon assembly plant in the United
States and at the Tomsk and Krasnoyarsk plants in

Russia. However, the question of access to the ac-
tual dismantlement facilities has not yet been de-
cided. Negotiations are under way, and both par-
ties hope to reach detailed agreements on
implementation by the end of the year.

The United States is committed to negotiate
such “transparency” measures with Russia under
the terms of the agreement by which the United
States is buying uranium from Russian weapons.
U.S. national laboratories have been examining
how to permit such access without revealing
weapon design or other sensitive information. De-
fense Department officials have presented techni-
cal possibilities for accomplishing this.23

Arguments Against: It might be judged too dif-
ficult to prevent Russian inspectors from acquir-
ing vital information about U.S. weapon designs.
Given that it is in the United States’ interest to
draw down Russian stockpiles of weapon-usable

23 M. @r&Jn, “pentagon  Offers New Way to Verify Disarmament,” The New York Times, Mar. 10, 1994, p. A6.



materials, even if those materials do not actually
come from dismantled weapons, the added benefit
gained from verifying that the materials did in-
deed come from weapons might not be deemed
sufficiently worthwhile. Moreover, the time need-
ed to negotiate and implement such a verification
agreement might delay the actual dismantlement
of nuclear weapons.

Additional Comment: Some observers have
suggested that the IAEA become involved in
monitoring material removed from nuclear weap-
ons, and, indeed, IAEA officials have indicated an
interest in this possibility. IAEA involvement has
not yet been agreed to by the Russians, and the is-
sue is under discussion.

The United States has already offered to make
its own “excess” nuclear weapon material-that
is, material in excess of that determined necessary
for U.S. security needs—available for inspection
by the IAEA. At this writing, this proposal is in an
early stage, and policies to implement it are being
discussed.

Monitoring compliance with a nuclear weapon
arms control agreement would be a completely
new task for the IAEA, which to date has not had
any involvement with nuclear weapons. Some of
the techniques and methodologies required for
this new mission would be similar to those used in
its past activities with nuclear materials, but oth-
ers would not. The IAEA would need to develop
new expertise and procedures, which could take
some time. Furthermore, unless additional re-
sources were explicitly provided, this additional
mission would further stress the Agency’s seri-
ously constrained budget.

It is even more critical to prevent members of
the international inspectorate from obtaining
weapon design information than it is to protect
U.S. information from Russia, which has had nu-
clear weapons for nearly half a century. There-
fore, IAEA involvement in monitoring materi-
als from weapons would not be appropriate
unless protocols can be developed that make it
possible to verify the non-diversion of stored
materials without revealing critical design in-
formation. If the range of procedures and the res-
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olution of equipment used to monitor the materi-
als is suitably limited, it may well be possible to
meet both of these goals.

An advantage to IAEA participation would be
the involvement of the international community
as a participant and, thus, a stakeholder in a major
arms control agreement, and to provide neutral
third-party regulation of disagreements that may
arise. IAEA involvement could be particularly
important if the process of verified nuclear weap-
on dismantlement and management of military
material stockpiles were extended to other na-
tions. However, the participation of an additional
party inevitably would complicate the negotiation
of implementing agreements between the United
States and Russia.

● Increase funding to U.S. DOE national labo-
ratories and to industrial partners for joint
unclassified research projects with Russian
and other former Soviet weapon scientists.
Consider a separate line item for this pur-
pose within the Department of Energy
budget. Also, move to establish the nongov-
ernmental foundation provided for in the
FREEDOM Support Act, providing for ci-
vilian joint research projects between FSU
and United States scientists.

Rationale For: Scientists and technicians at
Russian nuclear facilities are in extremely diffi-
cult straits, with salaries sometimes not paid and
standards of living dropping. Without direct for-
eign support, they are largely unable to travel to
the West to establish or maintain scientific con-
tact. Direct laboratory-to-laboratory cooperation
and the ISTC have had some positive results, but
they only affect limited numbers of individuals.
Further, these lab-to-lab contacts are funded out of
existing U.S. laboratory budgets, without explicit
Department of Energy support. The LIPP program
does provide a specific earmark for such projects,
but it is currently only envisioned for one year.
Moreover, the funds come from the State Depart-
ment budget, not DOE’S.

Providing hard currency support to collaborat-
ing Russian institutions (as is now being done in
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laboratory-to-laboratory research projects)
strengthen the resolve of individuals

employed there not to transfer weapon-related in-
formation abroad. Moreover, since the level of
Russian science is very high in many fields, the
United States could benefit from access to these
laboratories. Further, possible commercialization
of products resulting from such joint projects
eventually could benefit the Russian economy and
thereby stabilize the political and economic situa-
tions there. Such commercialization would be one
aspect of defense conversion, also suggested in
other options. Finally, laboratory contacts are a
useful source of information about conditions in
the weapon facilities of the former Soviet Union.

Language in new national laboratory mission
statements, currently being drafted within the De-
partment of Energy, could endorse major activi-
ties in this area. In addition, the nongovernmental
foundation authorized in the FREEDOM Support
Act (see chapter 3) could provide another mecha-
nism for joint research that would, perhaps more
clearly than the LIPP program, include basic re-
search as well as applied science.

Arguments Against: It may not be in the inter-
ests of the United States to help fund former So-
viet weapon scientists, given the possibility of a
resurgent nationalist Russia. Fiscal pressures and
economic difficulties in the United States might
argue for spending fewer funds overseas. Finally,
continuing to require individual laboratories to
pay for collaborative work out of their own budg-
ets would impose the discipline of restricting joint
projects to areas that are of significant interest to
the United States.

■ Expedite travel requests by U.S. scientists
engaged in joint research projects in the for-
mer Soviet Union and grant multiple-entry
visas to former Soviet scientists engaged
similarly.

Rationale For: Difficulties with travel approv-
als and visa requests have disrupted joint research
efforts in the past and could be eliminated at no
cost to the United States. The Department of Ener-
gy could simplify and streamline its procedures
for approving trips by U.S. national laboratory

personnel to the FSU to carry out cooperative re-
search projects, thereby greatly facilitating such
work. Russian businessmen receive multiple-
entry visas to the United States; scientists should
not be treated differently.

Arguments Against: Security reasons may still
argue for increased scrutiny of Russian weapon
scientists when they request entry into the United
States.

● Use Nunn-Lugar funds to aid in housing and
providing other amenities for nuclear weap-
on custodians in Russia, especially for mili-
tary forces.

Rationale For: As indicated by the Belarusian
request for assistance (see chapter 4) and by press
reports, the living standard of the military units in
charge of nuclear weapon in the FSU is a major
concern. The lower that morale and living stan-
dards become among the weapon custodians, the
greater U.S. concern over their performance
should be. Some housing aid is now being pro-
vided for military personnel who are retiring from
active duty in these areas, but not for those still in
the armed forces. Aid could also include funding
for hospitals, day care centers, assurance of ade-
quate food supply, etc. Such a pattern of aid also
would furnish an incentive to downsize Russian
military forces more rapidly.

Arguments Against: Assistance given to active
nuclear officers would be difficult to justify, polit-
ically and otherwise.

■ Relax restrictions on Nunn-Lugar funding
that make it difficult to transfer Safe and Se-
cure Dismantlement program funds to Rus-
sian agencies and manufacturers.

Rationale For: One example where U.S. funds
could make a major impact would be at MINA-
TOM, which is the cognizant Russian agency for
many of the projects proposed under the Nunn-
Lugar program. One of the main concerns of MI-
NATOM is maintaining its staff. There are already
problems in paying them and keeping them busy.
As with soldiers who have custody of nuclear
weapons, MINATOM employees, particularly the
technical staff of the laboratories and institutes of



the nuclear weapon complex, play a vital role in
protecting nuclear material. Attempts could be
made to reduce those economic difficulties that
may tempt personnel to transfer material or
technology abroad.

In addition, MINATOM is engaged in nuclear
cooperative programs with countries such as Iran,
largely for financial reasons. Given the serious
economic difficulties facing MINATOM, U.S. le-
verage to prevent these agreements, as well as fu-
ture ones with other countries that the United
States would rather not see obtain Russian nuclear
expertise and training, is limited. If the United
States were to provide some support to MINA-
TOM staff, it might have more influence over
Russia’s nuclear cooperation with other states.

Making some U.S. funding available to MINA-
TOM workers involved in the Safe and Secure
Dismantlement program would reduce, to a de-
gree, the economic pressure on the workers in the
system, build good will toward the United States
in a vital segment of the Russian population, and
improve morale among many of those directly in-
volved in developing and implementing Russian
nuclear safeguards.

However, the United States would need to en-
sure that its funds reached the intended recipients:
the rank-and-file scientists and technicians work-
ing in the Russian nuclear complex. There are fre-
quent reports of massive corruption in Russian so-
ciety due to the sudden removal of strict police
oversight of the population and to economic up-
heaval. Strict accounting procedures would be vi-
tal to assure that funds are not funneled, for exam-
ple, to foreign bank accounts. Currently, funding
mechanisms for the cooperative projects between
U.S. weapon laboratories and Russian institutes
appear to have been reasonably successful, in part
because funds were transferred only after receipt
of contractual deliverables. The ISTC also has a
system that is intended to apply strict accountabil-
ity.

Arguments Against: The United States has no
direct interest in helping MINATOM pay its own
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employees. It might be argued that this is a prob-
lem for MINATOM and the Russian government,
and that the United States should not get involved
in attempting to bribe a Russian Ministry to fol-
low policies that the United States wishes. Ac-
cording to this line of argument, the appropriate
avenue for informing Russia of U.S. concerns
about official transfer of material and technology
is through discussions with the Russian Foreign
Ministry. Moreover, if MINATOM continues to
engage in cooperative programs with states whom
the United States considers to pose proliferation
threats, U.S. support to MINATOM might be con-
sidered as indirect support for these programs. As
a practical matter, the possibilities of misappro-
priating U.S. funds provided to MINATOM are
not negligible, and such funding would require
careful oversight.

● Broaden permitted use of Nunn-Lugar
funding to include the reduction of Soviet
nuclear material stockpiles even if the mate-
rial cannot be proven to originate from dis-
mantled weapons.

Rationale For: It is in the security interests of
the United States to deplete stockpiles of nuclear
weapon materials in the former Soviet Union that
might be diverted to the black market, or that
might at a later time be reconstituted into nuclear
weapons. Therefore, the United States may wish
to purchase such materials from Russia whether or
not it can be verified that they came from dis-
mantled weapons. This eventuality could arise if
there are technical difficulties in determining the
origin of the nuclear material.

Arguments Against: Nunn-Lugar funds were
appropriated by Congress for the purpose of re-
ducing the nuclear threat to the United States
posed by Soviet nuclear weapons. Dangers posed
by the possible diversion or reconstitution of other
nuclear materials might be considered to be less
pressing. Moreover, purchasing Russian nuclear
materials without any assurance that they came
from weapons might put the United States in the
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position of being a paying customer of the Russian
nuclear weapon material production complex.

● Explore with the Russian government im-
proved ways to transfer funds directly to re-
cipient institutions and scientists.

Rationale For: Because of difficulties in work-
ing through the Russian banking system, some
private organizations in the West have felt com-
pelled to transport cash directly to Russian recipi-
ents. Although laboratory-to-laboratory money
transfers have been successful, there are some
problems. First, taxes and currency exchange fees
in such institutional interactions amount to nearly
50 percent. Transfers from professional organiza-
tions directly to Russian scientists, on the other
hand, are not subject to this overhead, thanks to
specific legislation passed by the last parliament.
The Russians could be asked to confer the same
benefits on laboratory-to-laboratory transfers,
doubling the economic efficiency of joint coop-
erative research efforts. Secondly, Russian banks
occasionally have been unreliable and sometimes
have delayed transfers during inflationary periods
to take advantage of changing exchange rates. Di-
rect dollar transfers to recipients through United
States banks with branches in Russia would be
preferable, if such could be arranged. The ISTC
and non-governmental organizations have made
some progress in establishing reliable direct pay-
ment systems.

Arguments Against: The Russian government
might object to this mechanism to avoid taxes, es-
pecially if other institutions and individuals in
Russia seek equal treatment.

● Provide help for improving material control
and accountancy systems in Russia.

Rationale For: While better than in the other re-
publics, the nuclear material control and accoun-
tancy system in Russia is still rudimentary and
piecemeal. It is in the interests of both Russia and
the United States to improve it. Even the provision
of simple office equipment (fax machines, person-
al computers, better e-mail communications)
would help. Agreements have been reached with

Russia toward this end; they should be imple-
mented as rapidly as possible.

A specific option in this area would be to pro-
vide support directly to GOSATOMNADZOR,
the organization charged with overseeing nuclear
activities in Russia. Such help would give it great-
er political strength and technical ability to over-
come bureaucratic resistance within MINATOM
to needed improvements in Russian MC&A sys-
tems. For example, GOSATOMNADZOR’S re-
search laboratory at present is nearly moribund,
due to a lack of funds.

Arguments Against Some elements in the Rus-
sian government could consider this effort an in-
terference in their internal affairs.

● Provide help to establish a more effective ex-
port control system in Russia; expedite
Nunn-Lugar implementation to the degree
possible, taking into account the fact that
much of the delay is due to internal Russian
problems.

Rationale For: The same arguments apply to
export controls as to the material control and ac-
countancy systems. Better control of commodity
flows across borders is urgently needed not only to
stem smuggling of nuclear materials and technol-
ogies, but also to prevent smuggling of valuable
metals and other products—many such cases al-
ready have occurred. Internal Russian politics
have slowed the process of reaching detailed
agreements to implement U.S. assistance to vari-
ous parts of the bureaucracy. These disputes may
have been due to turf battles within Russian minis-
tries, between ministries, or between the president
and the parliament. This last source of delay may
not be as serious as in the past, given the dissolu-
tion of parliament in September 1993 and the
adoption of a new Constitution on December 12,
1993, that gives greatly expanded powers to the
president. Although some of these problems may
be beyond the ability of the United States to influ-
ence, the United States could push for rapid imple-
mentation of accords aiding in the establishment
of an effective export control system. Ineffective



Russian export controls increase the chances for
illegitimate export of nuclear materials or dual-
use items, not only contributing to proliferation
but negating the effectiveness of U.S. and other
nations’ controls as well.

Arguments Against: Given the magnitude of
Russia’s internal problems, the likelihood that
these funds would contribute significantly to their
solution might be judged too small to be worth it,
particularly in a time of fiscal constraint.

= Offer increased aid for defense conversion.

Rationale For: Programs along these lines
have, in fact, been initiated, although little funds
have thus far been expended. Economic stability
will be increased by successful transition of de-
fense industries to civilian uses. The economic sit-
uation in Russia is very serious and, if not radical-
ly improved soon, could lead to the emergence of a
government much less friendly to the United
States and much less likely to cooperate with it in
the nonproliferation area. Therefore, the econom-
ic issue is vital to nonproliferation efforts. In-
creased economic stability will also reduce
stresses that could tempt some with access to nu-
clear material or information to sell them to for-
eign parties.

Arguments Against: The economic problems in
Russia may be so enormous and complex that U.S.
efforts to help have only marginal effects at best.

s Raise with the Russian and Chinese govern-
ments the reported cases of Russian nuclear
and missile experts working for China.

Rationale For: The United States could at-
tempt to ascertain the accuracy of these reports. If
it finds them to be true, the United States could in-
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sist that Russia abide by its commitment not to
transfer technologies whose export is proscribed
by the multilateral Missile Technology Control
Regime (MTCR, see chapter 3). Exports of mis-
sile technology to China would violate this com-
mitment. Even though transfers of nuclear weap-
on technology to China would not violate the NPT
(since only transfers to non-nuclear-weapon states
are prohibited), the United States could also press
the Russians to control the transfer of nuclear in-
formation to China anyway.

If requests for Russian restraint are not heeded,
the United States could pressure China at least not
to reexport nuclear technologies to non-nuclear-
weapon states. China is bound by the NPT not to do
so; in principle, it should have no problem agree-
ing to abide by its existing NPT commitments.
China in the past also had stated its readiness to
adhere to the MTCR, but it has not renewed this
commitment following the tightening of MTCR
guidelines in 1993. Moreover, questions about
China’s behavior in the past may make simple as-
surances insufficient to address U.S. concerns.

Arguments Against: If the reports concerning
Russian-Chinese collaboration are inaccurate, the
United States should protect its credibility and not
raise the issue. Diplomacy is an important tool by
which the United States will address proliferation
problems in the future; if the United States is per-
ceived as acting on the basis of poor information,
it will lose influence. Even if its information is
good, the United States may choose not to pursue
this issue with the Russians or Chinese to avoid
antagonizing those states and losing their coop-
eration on other issues judged to be of greater im-
portance.



T he Ukrainian component of the nonproliferation problem
has two parts. The first is the contribution that exports of
material, information, technology, or people from Uk-
raine might make to proliferation on the part of other

countries. The second is whether Ukraine will seek its own nu-
clear weapon capability.

The first set of issues is shared with the other nuclear inheritor
states: the need to apply safeguards to nuclear materials on Ukra-
nian territory, to protect nuclear materials and weapons there, and
to prevent the transfer of technology and expertise from Ukraine
to non-nuclear-weapon states. Because of the severe economic
stresses in Ukraine, the temptation to sell anything for hard cur-
rency is understandably strong. Economic disruption in Ukraine
is, if anything, worse than in Russia and Kazakhstan; the Ukraini-
an currency (the carbovanets) is one of the few in the world that is
losing value with respect to the Russian ruble. Further, Ukraine
no longer has the strong central police control over commercial
and other activities that it had had as part of the Soviet Union, and
since much of the Soviet expertise in customs and export control
is now in Russia, Ukraine does not yet have an effective export
control system. Therefore, it is particularly vulnerable to loss of
nuclear-related items as well as goods associated with other
weapons of mass destruction and delivery systems. Figure 5
shows the locations of relevant facilities in Ukraine.

The second issue of concern is the reluctance of Ukraine to ac-
cede to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). In February 1994,
the Ukrainian parliament endorsed the tripartite declaration that
the presidents of Ukraine, Russia, and the United States signed on
January 14, 1994, committing Ukraine to remove all nuclear weap-
ons from its territory within seven years. The nuclear situation

Ukraine
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Former Soviet Bear H intercontinental nuclear bombers such
as this one are based in Ukraine.

there is still problematic, however, because many
politicians-despite this decision—want Ukraine
to seize the Soviet nuclear weapons on its territory
and declare itself a nuclear-weapon state. This
sentiment appears to have the support of a large
segment, although probably still a minority, of the
public, as well as of a significant proportion of the
parliament. The parliament refused to ratify the
NPT on the same day it finally ratified START I.

Ukraine is a relatively large European country
with a size and population similar to France. At
the time of the dissolution of the Soviet Union, it
had on its territory 46 SS-24 ICBMS ( 10 warheads
each, in silos), 130 older SS-19s (six warheads,
silo-based), and about 30 Bear H and Blackjack
bombers with air-launched nuclear cruise missiles
(perhaps about 500 in total). ] If these 1,700 to
1,800 warheads were to come under Ukrainian
control, they would make Ukraine the world’s
third-largest nuclear power. In addition, in the ci-
vilian sector, Ukraine has 14 active nuclear power
plants (including three remaining at the Cherno-
byl complex) with large inventories of spent fuel

Former Soviet Blackjack intercontinental bomber now dis-
playing Ukranian Air Force markings.

containing plutonium. At present, Ukraine does
not possess a reprocessing capability for extract-
ing the plutonium from the spent fuel, nor does it
have means of enriching uranium. There are also
some small research reactors with small quantities
of highly enriched uranium. Beyond this, Ukraine
has facilities that produce heavy water in large
quantities. 2

UKRAINE AND THE INTERNATIONAL
NONPROLIFERATION REGIME
As of this writing, the Ukrainian parliament (or
Rada) has not ratified the NPT, although on Febru-
ary 3, 1994, it ratified START I without the crip-
pling reservations that it had attached the previous
November. Over the past several years, gover-
nment officials and politicians have retreated from
an October 1991 statement by the Rada—predat-
ing the dissolution of the Soviet Union—that Uk-
raine would become a “nuclear-free zone” by
1995. Most of the recent revisionist pronounce-
ments alleged that the 1991 statement was some-
how coerced by the Soviet government and was

‘ The nuclear bombs for these planes are thought to have been returned to Russia.

z G. Allison  et al,, “C(~(~Prative Denuclearization: From Pledges to Deeds” (Cambridge, MA: Center for Science and International Affaim
Harvard University, January 1993), and W. Potter, “Nuclear Profiles of the Soviet Successor States” (Monterey, CA: Monterey Institute for
international Studies, May 1993). Heavy water is used in a class of nuclear reactors that is fueled with natural uranium, rather than low-enriched

uranium. Such reactors can be used to produce plutonium.
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not freely made. However, the October 1991 Rada
statement was far from an isolated event. Other
commitments by Ukraine to achieve non-nuclear
status include:

m

●

m

the Minsk statement, made during the organiza-
tion of the Commonwealth of Independent
States in December 1991, which promised that
Ukraine would remove its strategic nuclear
weapons by July 1994;
President Kravchuk’s signing of the Lisbon
Protocol to START I on May 23, 1992, which
committed Ukraine to accede to the NPT and to
ratify START I, and
statements by Kravchuk (May 7, 1992), De-
fense Minister Konstantin Morozov (April 14,
1992), and other high-ranking government of-
ficials.

Despite these positions, Ukraine did not ratify
the Lisbon Protocol and START I until February
1994. The political reality is that, although the
government of Ukraine appeared to want to see
the NPT ratified, much of the parliament did not.3

The issue has thus become inextricably inter-
twined in the power struggle between the presi-
dent and the Rada.

While it is now likely that the newly-elected
Rada will, in fact, finally ratify the NPT, that out-
come is not yet certain. 4 It is, therefore, useful to
outline some of the arguments in the Ukrainian de-
bate to understand better the motivations of Ukrai-
nians skeptical towards the NPT, and to review
possible arguments that may make them more re-
ceptive.

THE ROLE OF RELATIONS WITH RUSSIA
Many arguments presented within Ukraine for be-
coming a nuclear-weapon state and for rejecting

the NPT appeal to prevalent nationalist senti-
ments. Even some who do not necessarily advo-
cate becoming a nuclear-weapon state are quite
hesitant to ratify the NPT. Many Ukrainians feel
that nuclear weapons are essential to national sur-
vival and that they have a vital role in deterring the
Russians from reclaiming Ukraine as part of a
new, greater Russia.

In fact, various nationalist Russian parlia-
mentarians, and not only the most extreme among
them, have made irredentist statements regarding
much of the former Soviet Union, especially Uk-
raine. Ukraine is a special target of Russian na-
tionalism because of the unique historical, ethnic,
and linguistic links between Russia and Ukraine,
because of Ukraine’s size (50 million people), be-
cause of its agricultural and industrial wealth, and
because of conflicting claims to the Crimea and
the Soviet Black Sea Fleet.

The Crimean issue is a particularly thorny one.
The Crimean peninsula, on the northern shore of
the Black Sea, had never belonged to Ukraine be-
fore 1954, when Soviet Prime Minister Nikita
Khrushchev made a gift of it to Ukraine for inter-
nal Soviet political reasons. At that time, it was
part of Russia, having been annexed from the Ot-
toman Empire by Russian Empress Catherine the
Great in the eighteenth century. A majority of the
Crimean population (nearly 70 percent) is ethnic
Russian.

Sevastopol, the Crimean home port of the So-
viet Black Sea Fleet, is a powerful symbol for
countless Russian nationalists, including the for-
mer vice president of Russia, Alexander Rutskoi.
In July 1993, the Russian parliament, against the
wishes of President Yeltsin, declared the city of
Sevastopol to be under Russian jurisdiction. Both
Yeltsin and Kravchuk denounced this action as

J In septem~r 193, the ArnefiCan Association for the Advancement of Science held a seminar in Kiev that included U.S. experts h nuclear
weapons and nuclear strategy. Many mid-level oftlcials from the Ukrainian Defense and Foreign Affairs Ministries participated. It is possible
that, after learning some of the negative aspects of maintaining a nuclear arsensal,  these participants were able to affect positively the Rada’s

decision on START I and the tripartite accord.

4~e election ~lf ~onid  Kuchma ~ president  on July 10, 1994 may have changed the prospects slightly. Kuchma is somewhat less  wedded

to NPT ratification than was Kravchuk,  and he has expressed the wish to proceed slowly, pending more financial aid from the West for disman-
tling weapons.
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null and void, but this behavior, demonstrating the
depth of feeling in Russia on the matter, greatly
aggravated tensions between the two states.

The election of Yuri Meshkov as president of
the Autonomous Republic of Crimea (within Uk-
raine) in January 1994 may further strain relations
between Russia and Ukraine. Meshkov, a nation-
alist Russian candidate for president of Ukraine,
had argued during the campaign for closer integra-
tion of Crimea with Russia. After his election,
however, he softened this point of view and now
argues for economic integration—rather than
political assimilation—with Russia.

Most Russian politicians advocate closer coop-
eration with Ukraine, particularly economic coop-
eration, rather than annexation. However, the
most extreme elements in Russia (such as Vladi-
mir Zhirinovsky and his Liberal Democratic
Party) would like to reabsorb Ukraine. Ukrainians
fear that these elements may one day rise to power,
or that events in a flashpoint such as Crimea could
run out of control, causing open hostilities that
neither side desires.

Given the mutual suspicions between Ukraine
and Russia, the arrogation by Ukraine of the So-
viet nuclear weapons on its territory could prove
to be an exceptionally dangerous act. If Ukraine
were on the threshold of seizing all the nuclear
weapons on its soil, Russia could be strongly
tempted to preempt this threat to its own security
by launching a conventional attack upon Ukraine,
attempting to disarm Ukraine’s nascent nuclear
capability. This would precipitate a major conflict
in an already unstable region: several minor con-
flicts are now under way in Central Eurasia (Ar-
menia-Azerbaijan, Abkhazia-Georgia, Tadjikis-
tan) and several potential civil wars are still
sputtering (Moldova-TransDniester, Chechnya).
A major war in the area would have the potential
for creating or widening other, related conflicts in
its wake. Moreover, maintaining secure control of
nuclear weapons in the midst of armed conflict

would be difficult, increasing the chances of their
diversion.

The disposal of the weapons to be removed
from Ukrainian territory as part of the START I re-
ductions also affects Ukraine’s security concerns.
START does not require any weapons to be re-
moved specifically from Ukraine. However, Rus-
sia and the West wanted to take some of the
START reductions from Ukrainian-based forces,
with the eventual goal of reducing those forces to
zero.5

Ukraine claimed it was worried that the weap-
ons might really not be dismantled, as announced
by Russia, but rather be kept for possible future
use or threats against Ukraine. Attempting to de-
fuse this issue, then-U.S. Ambassador-at-Large
Strobe Talbott (whose portfolio included the
broad scope of relations with the former Soviet re-
publics) and then-Secretary of Defense Les Aspin
suggested in May 1993 that Russia, Ukraine, and a
third party (probably the United States, by im-
plication) share custody of the weapons until their
verified dismantlement in Russia. Ukraine was re-
ceptive to this suggestion (although the pro-nu-
clear element in the Rada was not satisfied, prefer-
ring dismantlement in Ukraine). However,
Russian officials were distinctly negative on the
idea of sharing custody over Soviet weapons with
a party outside the FSU.

COST ISSUES
Another argument presented by advocates of nu-
clear-weapon status and opponents of the NPT
(and even START I) is economic. Environment
Minister Yuri Kostenko, in charge of the parlia-
mentary committee considering nuclear arms con-
trol issues, has frequently argued that the cost to
Ukraine of maintaining the nuclear weapons on its
territory as a deterrent force is less than the cost of
developing the conventional forces that Ukraine
would otherwise require. Further, while initial

5 ]n  fact, thlS  ~i]] ~ ~ccomp]ished under the presidential tripartite declaration of Jan.  1A, l~A.
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Ukrainian cost estimates for complying with
START I’s rocket and silo dismantlement provi-
sions totaled about $175 million, which the
United States soon offered to supply as an incen-
tive for START I ratification, recent Ukrainian es-
timates have increased by a factor of 20 to $3.5 bil-
lion. This number may not be a realistic estimate;
some observers consider such a high figure to be
tantamount to blackmail and others note it in-
cludes the cost of a large amount of infrastructure
only peripherally associated with dismantlement.
Nevertheless, the initial estimates were almost
certainly too low.

Ambassador Talbott indicated U.S. willing-
ness to be more forthcoming financially during his
May 1993 visit to Kiev, and President Clinton an-
nounced in February 1994 that he would double
the $175 million to $350 million.6 In October
1993, the United States offered an additional $155
million for economic aid as part of a larger pack-
age of assistance to Ukraine, and in March 1994,
during a visit to Washington by President Krav-
chuk, the total amount of aid for the current year
was raised to $700 million.

The negotiations between Washington and
Kiev over dollar figures probably can be resolved,
and they are not central to the issue of whether Uk-
raine becomes a nuclear-weapon state. The other
financial dispute, over the cost to Ukraine of
maintaining adequate conventional armed forces
versus that of making operational and maintaining
the nuclear weapons on its territory, is still an issue
in the minds of some Ukrainian political figures.7

A convincing economic analysis by a respected
outside party might usefully affect the debate
within Ukraine. The experience of the United

States is relevant. During the 1950s and later, the
United States hoped that reliance on nuclear
forces could permit substantial savings on con-
ventional forces. However, the reduction in its
conventional forces due to the presence of nuclear
weapons was not as large as some originally
claimed, and in the end, considerable forces of
both types were developed.

Related to this issue is the ownership of the nu-
clear material in both the tactical weapons that
Ukraine transferred to Russia in 1992 and the stra-
tegic weapons still on Ukrainian soil. Russia and
the United States have agreed to the purchase by
the United States of the highly enriched uranium
(HEU) in Soviet weapons dismantled under the
parallel Bush-Gorbachev dismantlement initia-
tives.8 Arguments among the former Soviet re-
publics regarding the distribution of profits from
the sale of the HEU were a major roadblock hold-
ing up the finalization of the U.S.-Russia purchase
agreement, but at least in the case of Ukraine these
issues appear to be on the way to resolution. Ac-
cording to the January 14, 1994 agreement be-
tween Russia and the United States, up to 500
tonnes of HEU from Russian weapons will be sold
to the United States over the course of 20 years, as
well as up to 50 more tonnes of HEU originating in
Ukrainian-based weapons.9 This purchase will
net the Russians roughly $12 billion and the
Ukrainians some one-tenth that.

In addition to participating in the HEU deal,
Ukraine originally sought reimbursement for the
plutonium in the weapons and for nuclear material
in the tactical weapons already removed from
Ukrainian territory. The Russian position is that
they would be willing to share the proceeds from

6 He also repeated that security guarantees would be given Ukraine after accession to the NW, although the nature of these assurances has

not been publicly specified. R~RL Military Notes, Feb. 11, 1994.
7 Just what would be adequate in terms of size is sub&ctive. Ukrainian nationalists would like to have a large standing army of several

hundred thousand, due both to their suspicion of Russia and to the feeling that their miiitary capabilities should be commensurate with those of
other nations in Europe with similar sized populations (e.g., My, France, the United Kingdom). Other observers, both inside and outside Uk-
raine, consider that an army of that size is not necessary.

8 Press Release, United States Enrichment Corp., Jan. 14, 1994.
9 RFE/RL Notes, Feb. 11, 1994.
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the uranium in strategic weapons, but that the tac-
tical weapons’ nuclear material is no longer an is-
sue. Moreover, they assert that the market value of
the plutonium is zero under current conditions.
This last point is consistent with the valuation
placed on plutonium by U.S. analysts (who, in
fact, assign it considerable negative economic val-
uel0), but it conflicts with the Russian attitude ex-
pressed in other fora that plutonium recovered
from weapons is a valuable resource to be stored
for future use in energy generation.

INCENTIVES TO UKRAINE TO MAINTAIN
NON-NUCLEAR STATUS
What might induce Ukrainian advocates of nu-
clear-weapon status to forgo this ambition? The
foremost motive for keeping the weapons, as
noted above, lies in Ukraine’s concern for its sur-
vival as an independent state. Its desire for nation-
hood, having been suppressed by other powers
and peoples (except for very brief intervals) for so
long, is presently a major political imperative
there. Following 300 years of Russian domination
and a genocidal famine induced by Stalin in the
1930s, Ukraine’s confidence in Russian security
guarantees is understandably limited. The posi-
tion consistently enunciated by President Krav-
chuk since 1992 has been that, as part of any agree-
ment to get rid of the nuclear weapons on its
territory, Ukraine must receive firm security guar-
antees from Russia and the other major powers.

But it is still not clear what guarantees would
satisfy Ukrainian needs. Russia, the United
States, Britain, and France provided letters con-
taining guarantees to Ukraine during the course of
1992. The contents have not been made public,
but reaction across the political spectrum in Uk-
raine indicates they were not satisfactory to any
major faction. Reportedly, the U.S. guarantees
only included a recognition of Ukraine’s borders

as guaranteed by the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE); given the current
situation in CSCE member Bosnia, it is under-
standable that Ukraine might question the effec-
tiveness of such support. In 1993, the United
States offered further assurances that included
military cooperation agreements and, apparently,
more specific security guarantees. Additional se-
curity guarantees are said to have been given
(conditional upon Ukrainian accession to the
NPT) as part of the tripartite declaration of Janu-
ary 14, 1994, but their details are not yet clear and
the issue is still a major focus of debate in Ukraine.

In summary, many in Ukraine consider nuclear
weapons to be a vital deterrent to any possible
Russian attempt to reassert sovereignty over any
part of Ukrainian territory. Nevertheless, other
elements might be satisfied with some form of se-
curity guarantees or assurances from the West.

Ukraine would welcome a bilateral mutual de-
fense treaty with the United States. This is very
unlikely to happen, as Ukrainian officials under-
stand, since the United States would be extremely
reluctant to risk nuclear war with Russia over a
dispute in Russia’s backyard. Further, any U.S. at-
tempt to wage a conventional war in defense of
Ukrainian sovereignty would be strongly disad-
vantaged by the obvious geographical and logistic
considerations, as well as the low likelihood of
achieving NATO agreement for military interven-
tion. At most, a cutoff of economic aid and an at-
tempt to organize a worldwide economic boycott
might be expected.

Another possibility would be for Ukraine to
join NATO, making it an integral military part of
the Atlantic alliance. This poses several problems,
not the least of which is Ukraine’s professed inten-
tion to become a “neutral” state.

11 Further, NATO

is undergoing its own identity crisis, and there is
considerable ambiguity on its part regarding an

10 pluton;U~~~  “~~~tlv~ ~C[)~O~iC  “~lu~ d~.iv~~ from tie fact hat, even if the plutonium  itself were free, processing it for use in nuc]ear

reactors would cost more than purchasing and prwessing an equivalent amount of uranium fuel.

1 I me Pnnclples  ~fnon.nuclew sta~s, nonaliwment,  and nonmembership in military  blocs are presented  in the l.Jkrainian  Rada’s  Declara-

tion of State Sovereignty of July 16, 1990.
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expansion of membership at this stage. Even if
NATO were to decide to admit members from the
East, several Eastern European states contiguous
to NATO members would have a prior claim to
membership (e.g., the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Poland).

Russia would consider extension of NATO
membership to Ukraine to be a provocative, if not
hostile, act. Furthermore, by accepting Ukraine as
a member, NATO might put itself in a position
where a Russian-Ukrainian conflict could force
NATO either to wage war on Russia or to dissolve
in embarrassment and confusion. NATO member-
ship for Ukraine does not appear to be a realistic
near-term option.

A policy issue for Ukraine and the West is
whether there is any set of security arrangements,
agreements, or assurances, short of NATO mem-
bership, that would persuade a majority of the
Rada to ratify the NPT. Attempting to satisfy the
desire of many Eastern European states, including
Ukraine, to join NATO, while at the same time try-
ing not to inflame Russian nationalists or give rise
to Russian fears of military encirclement, NATO
has created the “Partnership for Peace.” This
mechanism allows for military contacts and coor-
dination with NATO states, with the possibility of
full NATO membership at some point in the fu-
ture, but does not guarantee military intervention
on NATO’s part in the event of external aggres-
sion. Ukraine, along with Russia and many other
Eastern European states, has already joined the
Partnership. ]2

In addition to offering Ukraine some sort of se-
curity assurances, the United States could empha-
size the costs and uncertainties to Ukraine of at-
tempting to establish a nuclear deterrent,
especially one that Ukraine had not created and
probably could not adequately maintain, control,
or operate for many years. Already mentioned is
the risk that Russia may decide to preempt Ukrai-
nian seizure of Soviet nuclear weapons by a mili-
tary strike. Barring such an action, Ukraine also
would have to consider the possibility that a very
few nuclear weapons may not deter a Russian con-
ventional attack. Even one nuclear weapon
launched at Russia could stimulate a retaliatory
strike, using only a small fraction of the Russian
arsenal, that would destroy the entire Ukrainian
nation. Even if Ukraine could break the launch
codes on the strategic nuclear weapons on its soil
(its Kharkov Institute, according to some reports,
had a role in devising the Soviet weapon release
codes* 3), it may not be possible to direct either the
intercontinental ballistic missiles or the cruise
missiles in its possession to most targets in Rus-
sia. The ballistic missiles have intercontinental
range and could not be aimed at nearby targets
without much revamping and testing. The guid-
ance systems for the cruise missiles reportedly
have been removed by the Russians. 14

The United States could remind Ukraine that it
would have to spend considerable sums to main-
tain the weapons and their delivery systems in safe

12 AII Ofthe fomer  Warsaw  pact countries of central and Eastern Europe have announced their intention to participate, as have Russia ~d

most other states of the former Soviet Union. Seethe White House Fact Sheet on Partnership for Peace, Mar. 2, 1994. Most of these states, includ-
ing Russia, have since joined.

13 see,  for example, W. ‘oner~ “Nuclear Profiles...,”op. cit., footnote 2, p. 84, and W. Kincade, “Nuclear Weapons in Ukraine: Hollow
Threat, Wasting Asset,” Arms Control Twiay,  July/August 1993, p. 16. Further references are found in the latter work.

14 w. Kincade,  ibid, p. 15, and T. Kuzio, “Nuclear Weapons and Military Policy in Inde~ndent  Ukraine,” The Harriman /nsfifufe Forum,
vol. 6, No. 9, May 1993.
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operating condition. 15 Although Ukraine has
many rocket and nuclear weapon experts who par-
ticipated in Soviet strategic weapon production
and operation, it lacks the infrastructure for main-
taining and operating the strategic nuclear weapon
systems on its territory. In fact, a major argument
made by President Kravchuk in urging the Rada
to endorse the tripartite declaration was that the
lack of maintenance was creating danger of an ex-
plosion that would scatter radioactive debris over
a wide area.

The disadvantages of becoming a nuclear state
could be, and presumably have been, explained to
senior Ukrainian officials in detail, but such argu-
ments have not yet been effectively brought to the
attention of the Ukrainian public and many mem-
bers of parliament. Support for declaring Ukraine
a nuclear-weapon state appeared to rise during
1993, with different polls indicating different re-
sults. The Ukrainian government is still attempt-
ing to deal with the issue by floating various ideas
and suggestions to mollify a majority of the
Rada without alienating the international com-
munity.

On July 2, 1993, the Rada declared ownership
over nuclear weapons on Ukrainian territory, but
forswore their use operationally or as a deterrent.
Although Ukrainian officials denied that they had
plans to bring the weapons under their operational
control, Russia still reacted negatively. 16 Later
that same month, then-Defense Minister Morozov
suggested that Ukraine might accede to the NPT,
neither as a weapon state nor as a non-weapon
state, but as one in transition (presumably to the
latter) .17 However, the NPT makes no such dis-
tinction. The United States has not supported this

viewpoint, both because of the precedent it would
set and because it would allow future Ukrainian
governments to reverse or freeze the direction of
transition. But this proposal at least indicates that
the Ukrainian government realizes that failure to
resolve the nuclear weapon issue will isolate Uk-
raine from those international quarters it needs
most for economic survival: Western Europe and
the United States. Officials from both have noted
frequently, sometimes in a heavy-handed and
possibly counterproductive fashion, that large-
scale economic aid is contingent upon accession
to the NPT.

More recent U.S. statements and policies have
been rather more flexible, emphasizing carrots
rather than sticks. For example, Ukraine has be-
gun to dismantle 10 of the 130 old SS-19s on its
territory; in response, the United States agreed to
obligate the $175 million of Nunn-Lugar money
intended for this purpose. These funds previously
had been declared to be contingent on Ukraine’s
accession to START I and the NPT. 18 In Novem-
ber 1993, Ukraine began to dismantle some
SS-24s as well, in part because of safety concerns
related to maintenance and storage of the missiles,
as well as the refusal of Russian experts to provide
all necessary assistance subsequent to Ukraine’s
assertion of administrative control over the weap-
ons.

U.S. POLICY OPTIONS REGARDING
UKRAINE
The Ukrainian case is more difficult for U.S.
policy to affect than those of Belarus and Kazakh-
stan. Ukraine is the only state of the three that still

15 ofcoume,  &aine could simply seize  the  nuclear  weapons, disassemble them, mine them for plutonium and highly enriched ur~ium,
and embark on its own independent weapon program. Such a strategy, however, would also entail significant cost, as well as a long period
during which Ukraine would not have a nuclear deterrent against any Russian military attempt to neutralize the seizure of the weapons (assure-
ing, as appears to be the case and as Ukrainian officials repeat, that Ukraine does not now have operational control over the nuclear weapons on
its territory).

lb Intemlew  with fime Minister  Kuchma in INTERFAX, Aug. 10, 1993, cited in FBIS-SOV-93-153-A, Aug. 11, 1993.

17 See  J. Perlez,  “&ajne  May Ask !jPecia]  Status in Atom Pact,” The New York ~l?lt?S,  July 26, 1993, p. A8.

18 Sm M Gordc)n,  ● *u.S. Says Utiine  Hm Been Dism~t]ing  Nucle~  Missiles,” The New Y,,rk  ~mes,  July 28, 1993,  p. A8. Colltlll~ellCifX

on $200 million for economic aid have similarly been relaxed by the United States.
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There are about 1,800 nuclear warheads in Ukraine, making it potentially the world’s third-largest nuclear
power. Many elements within Ukraine advocated retaining these weapons. However, the president and
senior cabinet officials resisted this position, and the tripartite declaration apparently has decided the
issue in favor of getting rid of the weapons. The final decision on the NPT probably will be made by the
new Rada.
Many civilian nuclear facilities are located in Ukraine, as well as a heavy water production facility
Economic stresses in Ukraine are even more severe than in Russia.
In addition to the contribution to proliferation that Ukrainian weapons, nuclear materials, information,
technology, and expertise might make if transferred elsewhere in the world, Ukraine’s failure to ratify the
NPT makes it a proliferation risk in its own right
No Ukrainian nuclear facilities are yet under international safeguards, although Ukraine and the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) have negotiated a draft agreement to place all Ukrainian nuclear
facilities under safegaurds.
The Ukrainian export control system is rudimentary and in need of effective development and imple-
mentation.

has not ratified the NPT, and the Ukrainian politi-
cal and economic situation is more chaotic than
that of the other states. Even so, some policies
introduced in the chapters on Belarus and Kazakh-
stan could also apply here. Such policies are re-
stated at the end of this chapter, along with poli-
cies specific to Ukraine.

Outlined below are four approaches to dealing
with Ukraine’s hesitation to give up nuclear weap-
ons. They are intended for consideration if the
Rada does not ratify the NPT.

# Balanced Policy
One U.S. strategy to promote Ukrainian accession
to the NPT as a non-weapon state would employ
both carrots and sticks. This approach is essential-
ly the one the United States has pursued since
mid- 1993. Through it, the United States would as-
sure Ukraine that NPT adherence would bring the
maximum possible in the way of security guaran-
tees, economic aid for implementing START I,
and other economic help.

Even without NPT accession, however, under
this approach the United States would develop
political relations and contacts on many different
issues of interest to both governments, promising
to develop them further and to increase economic
aid and cooperation upon accession to the NPT.
Maintaining some contact with Ukraine even in

the absence of NPT accession would have the ef-
fect of diminishing the apparent importance of the
nuclear issue, removing the impetus on Ukrainian
politicians to become more obdurate on the matter
in order to attract the attention of the United
States. Fully developed economic relations, on
the other hand, would be contingent upon NPT ad-
herence. The United States could make it clear to
Ukraine that refusal to accede to the NPT would .
be met by U.S. and Western refusal to give any se-
curity assurances or economic aid.

Under this approach, the United States would
continue and intensify current diplomatic and oth-
er pressures on Ukraine to give up ownership of
the nuclear weapons. The United States would
also continue its diplomatic efforts to foster a
more positive relationship between Russia and
Ukraine, as it already has done in helping
mediate the tripartite presidential declaration
of January 14, 1994. It is unlikely that any other
state is as well positioned as the United States to
mediate between the two. The largely unanticipat-
ed achievement of the tripartite agreement is a
measure of the usefulness of these efforts.

In light of Ukraine’s economic difficulties, it is
possible, although by no means certain, that diplo-
matic and economic pressure could carry the day.
However, they could also cause a strong backlash.
In addition to these promises and pressures, the



United States could continue to try to persuade the
Ukrainian government, legislature, and public in
general of the disadvantages of Ukrainian nuclear
possession. Finally, under this approach, the
United States would continue its current policy of
helping Ukraine to meet international standards of
material control and accountancy over its nuclear
materials and to augment its body of expertise in
nuclear safeguards.

Aid to this end, provided under the Nunn-Lugar
Amendment, would be expanded. The United
States would work to assure that nuclear safe-
guards agreements with the International Atomic
Energy Agency are expedited and implemented as
soon as possible to prevent diversion of nuclear
materials from Ukraine. In addition, the United
States could work to persuade Ukraine to ratify the
agreement to open the Ukraine Science and
Technology Center, which has been formally
agreed to by the Ukrainian government but lacks
formal executive authorization. The center could
be made more attractive for Ukraine by broaden-
ing its scope, allowing for involvement of more
civilian scientists, and including topics of im-
mediate interest to Ukraine. Some of these might
be securing the safety of the Chernobyl site, moni-
toring and dealing with the radioactive pollution
in the region, and engaging in epidemiological re-
search among the victims of Chernobyl, both to
improve dose-response knowledge of the effects
of radioactive exposure on humans and to assist in
providing clinical help to those exposed.

The United States participated in an intern-
ational extension of this “balanced policy,” com-
bining it with cooperation with Russia on the is-
sue. The policy appears to have had a measure of
success, resulting in the presidential tripartite
agreement on nuclear weapons in Ukraine. The
advantage of this policy is that it has apparently
succeeded in eliciting reasonable compromises
from all parties involved, and it appears to be on
the verge of securing Ukraine’s accession to the
NPT. However, if the Rada fails to ratify the NPT
within a reasonable period of time, other options
may need to be considered.
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Confrontational Policy
A second, much different policy line would be for
the United States to eschew persuasion by no
longer overtly pressing Ukraine on the nuclear
weapon issue. However, no further aid of any sort
(except humanitarian, if needed) would be offered
until Ukraine acceeded to the NPT. The United
States would rely on internal economic disincen-
tives and external (chiefly Russian) pressure to
prevent the Ukrainian seizure of the nuclear weap-
ons. Under this approach, the United States would
make clear to Ukraine that the United States
chooses not to bargain for Ukrainian NPT acces-
sion and is unimpressed by Ukrainian attempts to
assert itself as a nuclear power.

The primary drawback of this approach is that
much of the assistance that would be denied by the
United States would address issues such as the es-
tablishment of a nuclear material accounting and
control system and the implementation of export
controls. Helping Ukraine in these areas is in the
direct self-interest of the United States and the
global nonproliferation regime, and it should not
be considered as a gift or reward to Ukraine.

9 Conciliatory Policy
A third option would be for the United States to
accept Ukrainian nuclear armament, despite the
adverse consequences that such an action would
have for the nuclear nonproliferation regime and
for the prospects of gaining an indefinite continu-
ation of the NPT at the NPT Extension Confer-
ence in 1995. The United States, for example,
could offer to install a hot line from the White
House to Kiev, like the one to Moscow. It could at-
tempt to bring Ukraine into the European commu-
nity of nations as an active member (although not
as a member of the European Union or NATO). It
could attempt to prop up the Ukrainian economy
in order to keep the internal social and political sit-
uation stable.

If Ukraine’s emergence as a nuclear power were
deemed inevitable, this approach might permit
such a transition to occur more smoothly that it
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would if one of the other approaches had been pur-
sued. On the other hand, it could alienate Russia to
the degree of possibly risking a major realignment
of Russian foreign policy vis-à-vis the United
States, and it would risk a preemptive Russian at-
tack to prevent the nuclearization of Ukraine.
Moreover, it would seriously endanger the in-
ternational nuclear nonproliferation regime. As an
added complication, the NPT prohibits the United
States (and the other nuclear-weapon states) from
assisting, encouraging, or inducing “any non-nu-
clear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise
acquire” nuclear weapons. Even if Ukraine de-
clared itself to be a nuclear-weapon state, it would
remain a non-nuclear-weapon state under the
NPT’s definition of that term (i.e., a state that had
not exploded a nuclear device before January 1,
1967). Therefore, any U.S. assistance that might
be interpreted as supporting Ukraine’s nuclear
weapon capacity would be questionable.

I Develop Good Relations
This approach would be to treat Ukraine as a nor-
mal state with which the United States wishes to
maintain good relations. Concern over the nuclear
weapon issue would remain, but would constitute
only one matter of discussion between the coun-
tries. The United States would focus instead on
developing economic and political relations; eas-
ing the transitions from a centrally planned to a
market economy and from an authoritarian regime
to a democratic one; assisting in defense conver-
sion; and the like.

The emphasis on developing relations on sev-
eral planes with Ukraine would be aimed at a gen-
eral improvement in political relations and at
making Ukraine more receptive to U.S. sugges-
tions in the nuclear field. Those suggestions, in
turn, would be presented in a more restrained fash-
ion than they would be under some of the other ap-
proaches. This approach would make Ukrainian
leaders and parliamentarians feel that the interests

of the United States in Ukraine are not dependent
on Ukraine’s nuclear weapon status, thereby de-
valuing the importance of nuclear weapons as a
path to political power. The impression would be
fostered that good relations with Ukraine are a
fundamental part of U.S. policy, one that would
not disappear shortly after a resolution of the nu-
clear issue.

This policy approach would be politically posi-
tioned between the “Balanced” and the “Concilia-
tory” approaches listed above. The disadvantage
would be that the Ukrainian reaction might be to
take the improved relations with the United States
but to ignore minor U.S. carping about nuclear
weapons.

POLICY OPTIONS SUMMARIZED
In addition to following one of the above ap-
proaches to promote Ukrainian ratification of the
NPT, a number of additional policies might be
pursued.

● Work intensively with Ukraine and the
IAEA to apply IAEA safeguards to Ukraini-
an nuclear facilities as soon as possible.

Rationale For: The absence of international
nuclear safeguards and international standards for
physical security at the many Ukrainian nuclear
sites constitutes a proliferation risk. Ukraine and
the IAEA have negotiated a draft agreement that
would place all Ukrainian nuclear facilities under
safeguards,

19 but implementing this agreement
will require resources and time.

Arguments Against: None.

● Offer increased U.S. aid in setting up and
training personnel for application of nu-
clear safeguards, customs, and export con-
trol regimes. Expedite Nunn-Lugar assist-
ance to these ends.

Rationale For: Ukraine urgently needs such aid
to maintain proper control over nuclear material

19 IAEA Division of Pub]ic Info~ation,  Media Talking Points 94/ 11, “Ukraine Negotiates Safeguards Agreement With the IAEA,” June

28, 1994.
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on its territory. Such aid already has been ex-
tended under Safe and Secure Dismantlement
(SSD) agreements. Because of the urgency of the
problem, the effort needs to be applied as soon as
possible.

Arguments Against Because of fiscal limita-
tions in the United States, the government might
choose to let the IAEA or other countries provide
such support.

● Apply U.S. Nunn-Lugar funds to housing
and perhaps other aid for personnel having
custody of those nuclear weapons located in
Ukraine.

Rationale For: If such personnel are seriously
stressed economically, they may become vulner-
able to subornation by foreign or subnational par-
ties attempting to gain access to nuclear weapons
or materials.

Arguments Against: Assistance given to active
nuclear officers would be difficult to justify, polit-
ically and otherwise.
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● Offer aid in defense conversion, as in the oth-
er nuclear successor republics.

Rationale For: Economic stability will be in-
creased by successful transition of defense indus-
tries to civilian uses. The economic situation in
Ukraine is even more serious than in many other
FSU republics, and the issue is therefore more
acute here. Increased economic stability also will
reduce stresses that could tempt some with access
to nuclear material or information to sell them to
foreign parties.

Arguments Against: The economic problems in
Ukraine are so enormous and complex that U.S.
efforts to help may only have marginal effects at
best. Further, thus far, minimal efforts at econom-
ic reform have occurred. Opponents of this policy
would argue that aiding Ukraine in the economic
area should come only after more positive actions
by the government there.
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