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Positive Externalities of Evolutionary Arms 
Control 

 

“HONEYMAN: […] Andrey, it’s no argument to say that we can’t 
negotiate because we don’t trust each other. That should be just what 
spurs us on: the need to develop better systems of trust—to combat each 
new weapons system, in turn. For every new weapons system, a new 
trust system.  

BOTVINNIK: I agree.”  

- Lee Blessing, A Walk in the Woods: A Play in Two Acts. 

Anya Loukianova1 

The improvement in U.S.-Russian security relations is pushing the bilateral arms 
control process away from a competitive into a cooperative realm. The recent 
bilateral negotiating experience points to an evolution toward arms control regimes 
that seek to “verify, but trust.” Two decades of routine engagement between the U.S. 
and Russian security bureaucracies through the routine implementation of intrusive 
verification provisions and more spontaneous threat reduction programs appears to 
have been conducive to the emergence of a U.S.-Russian bureaucratic security 
community. This paper reviews past bilateral arms control efforts in order to assess 
the potential usefulness of their mechanics to the challenges of U.S.-Russian 
engagement in Europe and future multilateral arms control efforts—conventional as 
well as nuclear. The prospects and progress of arms control accords beyond New 
START are inextricably linked to Russia’s ongoing integration into the Euro-Atlantic 
security community. This evolutionary shift in security dynamics may require a 
rethinking of arms control processes and reassurance practices within the region. 
Thus, a discussion of positive externalities of regional arms control agreements may 
be in order. 

This paper begins by noting the evolution, defined as increasing convergence 
between verification and transparency, in U.S.-Russian arms control. The next 
section offers a theoretical treatment of the shift from competitive towards 
cooperative arms control. A discussion of the emergence of a U.S.-Russian 
bureaucratic security community through the engagement of the respective security 
bureaucracies follows suit. The paper proceeds with an assessment of the potential 
application of the bilateral experience in building a regional security community to 
U.S.-Russian arms control in Europe. The conclusion offers a summary.  
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The Evolution of U.S.-Russian Arms Control 

The April 2010 New START agreement marked a milestone in the security 
relationship between Washington and Moscow. The accord laid “the foundation for 
qualitatively new bilateral relations in the strategic military field and, in effect, 
mark[ed] the final end of the ‘Cold War’ period,” declared the U.S. and Russian 
delegations.2 The treaty also highlighted the progression of the bilateral arms 
control process into a cooperative realm. Current U.S. administration officials have 
referred to New START as a “hybrid” of the two preceding bilateral arms control 
agreements—the 1991 START I and the 2002 SORT treaties.3  The accord is 
structured around a substantially less cumbersome (than START I) verification 
regime and features an increased reliance on transparency and predictability 
measures.  New START was built on the principle “verify, but trust”—a reversal of 
the infamous Cold War era quip—Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov noted.4  

This evolution of bilateral arms control has been anticipated. Analyzing the 
trends in bilateral verification, Joseph Pilat argued in 2002 that “unless there [was] 
a downturn in the strategic environment, elaborate verification regimes [of the past 
could] be expected to decline in significance over time and [were] not likely to be 
recreated in full in future efforts to restrain and reduce arms.”5 In a Los Alamos 
National Laboratory (LANL) study conducted at that time, two experts noted that, 
after more than a decade of implementing bilateral arms control agreements, “[b]y 
offering one another the benefit of the doubt and allowing transparency measures in 
place of verification, the United States and Russia [could] significantly reduce the 
time and cost required to monitor strategic arms reductions and other nuclear 
security initiatives.”6 

Two decades ago, bilateral transparency and confidence building measures 
were seen as mere supplements to intrusive and elaborate verification regimes. 
Writing in 1990, Lew Dunn posited, “confidence building measures might be 
pursued to compensate for verification uncertainties.”7 Elaborate verification, in 
turn, was the defining feature of the “trust, but verify” era. The precedent for 
practical implementation of “boots on the ground” verification was set in the 1987 

                                                           

2 Joint Statement by the Delegations of the Russian Federation and the U.S. on New Start 
Treaty, May 13, 2010, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2010/05/141827.htm.  
3 See Rose Gottemoeller, “New START Verification,” remarks at the United States Institute 
for Peace, July 26, 2010, http://www.state.gov/t/vci/rls/145126.htm.   
4 Sergey Lavrov, “New START Treaty in the Global Security Matrix: The Political 
Dimension,” Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn, No. 7, July 2010, 
http://www.mid.ru/brp_4.nsf/e78a48070f128a7b43256999005bcbb3/25909cfe1bbd1c6ec3
25777500339245?OpenDocument.  
5 Joseph F. Pilat, “Verification and Transparency,” in Arms Control: Cooperative Security in 
a Changing Environment, edited by Jeffrey A. Larsen (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner, 
2002), pp 79-97.  
6 Oleg Bukharin and James Doyle, “Transparency and Predictability Measures for U.S. and 
Russian Arms Control Reductions,” Los Alamos National Laboratory, November 2001. 
7 Lewis A. Dunn, “Arms Control Verification: Living with Uncertainty,” International 
Security 14/4, Spring 1990.   
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Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) treaty.8 Inspections were seen as a crucial 
component of bilateral arms control chiefly because they allowed both sides to 
acquire “conclusive evidence” of compliance as well as deter non-compliance.9  The 
presence of inspectors also “provide[d] ‘ground truth,’ helping to check existing 
estimates of … military activities, operations, and systems.“10 The benefits of 
intrusive verification, however, were balanced against their costs. These costs were 
primarily associated with finances and manpower devoted to organization and 
logistics. In addition, the reciprocal nature of intrusive verification could potentially 
place at risk national security information.11 Some have argued that the desire to 
protect the secrecy of emerging technologies prevented agreement on greater 
bilateral transparency during the START I negotiations.12  

Russian officials have hailed New START verification as an example of a 
“juridical approach” to arms control. This approach suggests that the legal role of 
verification is unlikely to fall by the wayside in future agreements.13 Towards this 
end, Moscow’s insistence on preserving traditional arms control mechanics has 
clashed with the approach of the previous U.S. administration.14 As Lavrov pointed 
out, the “juridical approach” makes “the reduction and elimination of nuclear 
weapons and their means of delivery real, verifiable and irreversible. It also provides 
an opportunity to take duly into account the full range of political, economic and 
military factors that affect international security and stability.”15  

Towards Cooperative Arms Control 

The improvement in the security relationship between Washington and Moscow has 
shifted bilateral arms control from a competitive towards a more cooperative 
domain. However, some have argued that arms control could evolve even further—

                                                           

8 See Joseph P. Harahan, On-Site Inspections Under the INF Treaty, (Washington, DC: 
GPO, 1993). 
9 Dunn, op. cit.  
10 Ibid.  
11 Ibid.  
12 As Fred Iklé noted, during the START I negotiations, Washington insisted on the 
protection of new technologies (such as stealth) instead of “enlarging the agreed scope of 
verification.” In turn, he offered that Moscow would want to protect its military’s “skeletons 
in the closet” (past programs that might have been unacceptable to civilian leadership of the 
early 1990s). Fred C. Iklé, “The Case for a Russian-U.S. Security Community,” in The Limited 
Partnership, edited by James E. Goodby and Benoit Morel (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1993).  
13 A “substantive conversation did not pan out” after the SORT Treaty because the George W. 
Bush administration proposed to “replace the verification mechanism with transparency and 
confidence-building measures only,” Lavrov had argued. Lavrov, op. cit. 
14 Linton Brooks credits Ed Ifft for pointing out that the Bush administration “saw complex 
verification procedures as reflecting (and perhaps contributing to) an atmosphere of 
confrontation and suspicion inappropriate for the new partnership relationship that both 
countries desired. As a result, the Bush Administration [had] discounted both the need for 
and the value of formal arms control, preferring reciprocal unilateral steps.”  See Linton F. 
Brooks, "START Follow-on," revised August 10, 2008, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/Brooks_Event%20Report%20_PDF_.pdf.  
15 Lavrov, op. cit. 
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into a practice of reassurance. Seen this way, cooperative arms control could help 
build a solid foundation of transparency and predictability among states within a 
region. Crucially, the process could “play a role in stimulating the emergence of 
[more advanced] patterns of interstate behaviour.”16  

In 1992, Ivo Daalder offered an insight on the trajectory of arms control 
efforts after the Cold War. He outlined a spectrum of potential processes between, 
on the one end, competitive arms control, which focused largely on “stabilizing the 
balance of military forces between political adversaries,” and, on the other end, 
cooperative arms control, which aimed to develop “through an intensive dialogue 
and habitual co-operation, a set of principles, norms, and rules that govern[ed] the 
military dimension of interstate relations.”17 Competitive arms control operated in 
the traditional realpolitik context of mistrust and competing interests between 
states. It “emphasized the need for stability in the interaction of military forces, 
which [were] presumed to retain their value,” Daalder posited. This approach to 
arms control consisted of “highly politicized” and “formal” negotiations that 
“aim[ed] to produce international legal agreements.”18  

Cooperative arms control, by contrast, turned on relationships in which 
mutual fears had diminished towards a more sophisticated end goal—development 
of a regional “security community.”19 This advanced security relationship within a 
group of states could allow them to “determine co-operatively those actions that 
reassure others so as to remove military force as a factor in interstate relations, thus 
establishing political stability.” Increased trust could permit these processes to “be 
both formal and informal, with the possibility that agreements [were] reached 
through reciprocated unilateral actions.”20  

Twenty years later, another look at the link between arms control and 
politics may be in order. The negotiations on the accords beyond New START will 
build on the U.S.-Russian cooperative security foundation to tackle a much more 
ambitious agenda than bilateral arms control—the security of a handful of European 
states. Because of the pledge to discuss the reduction of strategic as well as 
“nonstrategic” nuclear systems, the accords beyond New START will require a U.S.-
Russian understanding on the role of both conventional and nuclear weapons for 
assuring Euro-Atlantic security.21 The interplay between the implementation 
mechanics of arms control agreements and the evolution of political processes is 
thus at the heart of future nuclear reductions.  

 

                                                           

16 Ivo H. Daalder, “The Future of Arms Control,” Survival 34/1, 1992.  
17 Daalder, op. cit.  
18 Ibid. 
19 This notion of regional security communities was first put forth by Karl Deutsch in the 
1950s; see Security Communities, edited by Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press: 2008).  
20 Daalder, op. cit.  
21 See transcript of the panel discussion "Goals for Future Arms Control and Security 
Cooperation," Carnegie Moscow Center, June 25, 2010, 
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/index.cfm?fa=eventDetail&id=2988.  
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A U.S.-Russian Security Community 

In 1991, Fred Iklé also wrote about the need to develop a U.S.-Russian “security 
community.” His definition of a bureaucratic “security community” was, however, 
slightly different from the regional “security community” that Daalder had in mind. 
Iklé argued that the U.S. and Russian security bureaucracies offered a unique 
bilateral interaction channel because “the military harbour[ed] less animosity 
towards its former cold war adversary than other population groups.” He saw 
bureaucratic security community engagement as a resilient mechanism that could 
withstand Russia’s internal political transformation and work as a safeguard against 
U.S.-Russian animosities that could result from post-Cold War pressures—on both 
sides—to rearm against newly emerging threats.22  

The New START negotiating experience suggests the existence of such a 
bureaucratic security community—despite the absence of consistent high-level 
attention and “creative statesmanship” that Iklé had called for two decades earlier.23 
Upon completing the 2010 accord, Washington and Moscow both noted the 
importance of their common experience with the practical implementation of past 
arms control agreements. Intrusive “boots on the ground” verification appears to 
have played a special role in setting the dynamics between the respective security 
bureaucracies. The head of the U.S. negotiating team Assistant Secretary of State for 
Verification, Compliance, and Implementation Rose Gottemoeller pointed out:  

“When our delegations sat across the table from each other, we 
had a better understanding of the other’s strategic focus. Many 
of the U.S. and Russian experts on our delegations were 
inspectors under START. Multiple times they had visited each 
others’ ICBM bases, SLBM bases, heavy bomber bases, and 
storage facilities. Communication lines are also well 
established. For more than 22 years, the United States and 
Russia have communicated on START and INF through our 
respective Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers. And we speak each 
other’s languages. There were probably as many Russian 
speakers on the U.S. delegation as English speakers on the 
Russian delegation—many of them, again, from the cadre of 
inspectors.”24 

Thus, the routine and consistent interaction between the bureaucracies through 
reciprocal arms control inspections appears to have contributed to the evolution of 
the broader U.S.-Russian arms control process. In addition, the development of the 
bureaucratic security community was aided by the joint implementation of Nunn-

                                                           

22 Iklé, op. cit.  
23 Iklé had identified four specific missions for the U.S.-Russian security community: (1) 
“eliminating the adversarial confrontation of nuclear forces;” (2) “gradually abolishing 
secrecy between the two military establishments;” (3) “balancing measures against 
proliferation;” and (4) “cultivating responsible control of the Russian military and—in both 
militaries—a sense of dedication to make the community serve the interests of both nations.” 
Iklé, op. cit.  
24 Gottemoeller, “New START Verification,” op. cit.  
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Lugar cooperative threat reduction projects, which offered a more spontaneous 
confidence building mechanism.25 Nunn-Lugar projects, one study posited, “could 
be integrated” with transparency and predictability measures as a replacement for 
verification measures in future bilateral arms control agreements because these 
projects “already include efforts to improve transparency and predictability in the 
U.S-Russia nuclear posture and offer the means to provide both technical and 
financial assistance.”26  The depth of the integration in the U.S.-Russian 
bureaucratic security community becomes evident upon noting that Nunn-Lugar 
programs served to institutionalize “contractual and administrative procedures.”27  

One example of such institutionalization dealt with the use of trusted agents 
in Nunn-Lugar.28 In accordance with a 1995 agreement on nuclear weapons security, 
the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) pledged to fund the rail transport of Russian 
nuclear warheads to dismantlement or additional security facilities. However, U.S. 
law required that DoD program managers verify that the transport had taken place 
and that the invoiced costs were accurate.29 At the same time, Russian law stipulated 
that “the shipment and routing of warheads [were] closely held secrets [and] direct 
access to transportation logs [was] not allowed.”30 In order to deal with this 
challenge, DoD officials agreed with their counterparts from Russia’s Ministry of 
Defense (MoD) to use pre-approved individuals as trusted agents. These trusted 
agents were “Russians with Russian security clearances employed by U.S. 
contractors” or former officers of MoD nuclear weapons department (12th Main 
Directorate).31 The agents’ function was to verify “the completion of transports by 
conducting random monitoring at departure, arrival, and interim points.”32  

In this and other instances where secrecy restrictions impeded project 
implementation, U.S. and Russian officials worked together to institutionalize 
mechanisms that also promoted mutual transparency. Reassurance, conceptualized 

                                                           

25 As Nikolai Sokov has noted, “the transparency benefits of CTR [were also cited] as one 
reason for blocking Democratic efforts to add verification measures to SORT.” Nikolai Sokov, 
“The Russian Nuclear Arms Control Agenda After SORT,” Arms Control Today, April 2003, 
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2003_04/sokov_apr03.  
26 Bukharin and Doyle, op. cit.  
27 Ibid.  
28 See Amy Woolf, “Nonproliferation and Threat Reduction Assistance: U.S. Programs in the 
Former Soviet Union,” CRS report for Congress, February 4, 2010, pg. 5, 
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL31957.pdf.  
29 Kenneth Luongo and William Hoehn, “An Ounce of Prevention,” Bulletin of the Atomic 
Scientists 61/2, March/April 2005, 
http://thebulletin.metapress.com/content/q23737g374xr6236/.   
30 John Lepingwell and Nikolai Sokov, “Strategic Offensive Arms Elimination and Weapons 
Protection, Control, and Accounting,” The Nonproliferation Review 7/1, Spring 2000, 
http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/lep71.pdf.  
31 See Chapter 5 in Matthew Bunn, John Holdren, and Anthony Wier, Securing Nuclear 
Weapons and. Materials: Seven Steps for Immediate Action, May 2002, 
http://www.nti.org/e_research/chapter_five.pdf.  
32 Raphael Della Ratta, “Improving Access to Russian Nuclear Facilities: 
Case Studies of Successes and Failures,” September 12, 2002, 
http://www.partnershipforglobalsecurity.org/Documents/sept_multicomplex_presentation.
pdf  
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this way, became a routine function of their interaction. Thus, rigidly structured on-
site inspections and transparency and predictability measures outlined in mutual 
treaties were complemented by more spontaneous, yet deep, Nunn-Lugar channels. 
Taken together, these efforts budged bilateral arms control away from the 
competitive toward the cooperative dynamic. The confidence built through project 
implementation also potentially could have permitted the normalization of bilateral 
cooperation on common security threats such as terrorism and weapons of mass 
destruction proliferation.33  

With the discussion of the evolution of U.S.-Russian arms control in mind, 
how are the lessons from the past bilateral arms control process relevant to current 
U.S.-Russian engagement in Europe? After all, the prospects and progress of arms 
control beyond New START will be inextricably linked to Russia’s ongoing 
integration into the Euro-Atlantic regional security community. This process, in 
turn, will have to involve both structured and spontaneous engagement between the 
bureaucratic security communities within the region.  
 
Thinking Outside the NATO Box: A Euro-Atlantic Security 
Community 

In discussing the cooperative arms control dynamic, Daalder drew from the 
European experience. “[A] co-operative approach is appropriate only in areas—such 
as Europe—where political relations between states are no longer primarily 
antagonistic,” he noted. The end of the Cold War opened up the possibility that 
Russia could be integrated into the Euro-Atlantic regional security community. 
Cooperative arms control efforts were thus seen as a possible way to “devalu[e] 
nuclear weapons of any kind [and] further delegitimiz[e] military force as a means 
of settling intra-European disputes.”34  

Two decades later, some posit that “the relationship between Russia and the 
[Euro-Atlantic] community has quickly transformed from a deep-seated rivalry 
structured by the specter of mutual assured destruction to a partnership in which 
the possibility of military confrontation has undeniably receded.”35 The dynamics of 
Russia-North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) engagement have been at the 
heart of the internal alliance debate about transformation.36 In addition, policy 
makers on both sides of the Atlantic have pushed for increased security cooperation 

                                                           

33 For a positive Russian perspective on cooperation, see Anatoly Safonov, “Russia in 
International Counterterrorism Cooperation in 2008,” Ministry of Foreign Affairs, December 
29, 2008, http://www.mid.ru/brp_4.nsf/itogi/37D2CC4F7789ADC6C325752E00533147 
.See similar U.S. feedback in the Russia section of the State Department’s Country Reports 
on Terrorism 2008, April 30, 2009, http://www.state.gov/s/ct/rls/crt/2008.      
34 Daalder, op. cit.  
35 Vincent Pouliot, “Pacification Without Collective Identification: Russia and the 
Transatlantic Security Community in the Post-Cold War Era,” Journal of Peace Research 
44/5, September 2007. 
36 See discussion on NATO website, 
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_50090.htm.  
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through challenging projects like common missile defense.37 Sensing an open 
window of opportunity, Russia hands in Washington have recently also begun a 
more serious discussion about the institutional demands of European security.38  

Working out Russia’s fit into the security architecture of the region has 
proved to be an exercise of infinite regress fraught with historical and institutional 
complexity.39 Today, regional security dynamics—and their nuclear weapons 
dimension—turn on grievances between Russia and Central and Eastern European 
(CEE) states, which are amplified within the NATO structures.40 Further, the key 
arms control accord that stitched together the peace of the immediate post-Cold 
War environment has lost its legitimacy.41The inability to reach a new political 
agreement on conventional forces in Europe—a successor to the Conventional 
Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty—has eroded regional transparency, predictability, 
and trust.  

From a U.S. perspective, the European security architecture needs to be 
strong enough to deconflict two policy priorities—the need to make the U.S.-Russian 
“reset” path dependent and the need to reassure CEE allies and friends whose threat 
perception revolves around Russia. Towards this end, arms control can play a key 
role in building confidence among Euro-Atlantic states. For example, the relatively 
recent emergence of the Open Skies Treaty has been a successful case study in 
promoting regional transparency and predictability as well as building a 
bureaucratic security community. Open Skies, a low-cost aerial observation 
mechanism, has seen active involvement by Russia with U.S. and European partners 
in pooling technology and resources.42 

While it might be a dated instrument in the security policy toolbox, 
conventional arms control verification can still serve as a vehicle for routine “boots 
on the ground” engagement between security bureaucracies—particularly Russia 
and CEE states—in the region. Like in bilateral nuclear arms control, reciprocal 

                                                           

37See for example Sam Nunn, Igor Ivanov, and Wolfgang Ischinger, "All Together Now: 
Missile Defense," International Herald Tribune, July 21, 2010, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/opinion/22iht-edischinger.html.  
38 Nikolas Gvosdev examines the history of this line of thinking in "Turning Russia into a 
Euro-Atlantic Stakeholder," New Atlanticist blog, June 8, 2010 
http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/turning-russia-euro-atlantic-stakeholder.  
39 In its 2008 Foreign Policy concept, Moscow re-affirmed its intent to seek a constructive 
pathway toward a  “truly unified Europe without divisive lines through equal interaction 
between Russia, the European Union and the United States.” The Foreign Policy Concept of 
the Russian Federation, July 12, 2008, 
http://archive.kremlin.ru/eng/text/docs/2008/07/204750.shtml.  
40 See discussion of tactical nuclear weapons in Catherine Kelleher and Scott Warren, 
“Getting to Zero Starts Here: Tactical Nuclear Weapons,” Arms Control Today, October 
2009, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_10/Kelleher. 
41 For a good discussion, see Nikolai Sokov, “Russian BMD Anxieties Impact CFE Treaty,” 
WMD Insights, March 2008, http://www.wmdinsights.com/i23/i23_ru1_russianbmd.htm.  
42 See discussion of pooling technology at the website of the Second Review Conference for 
the Open Skies Treaty, Vienna, June 7-9, 2010, 
http://www.osce.org/conferences/open_skies_2010.html.  
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conventional arms control inspections involving multiple parties have had a positive 
track record of promoting cooperation.43  

To be sure, NATO’s internal discussion of constructive engagement pathways 
with Russia is yet to culminate in a consensus among alliance members. At this time, 
Russia-NATO military cooperation remains a fragile channel for engagement.44 
Further, Moscow is yet to agree on common missile defense projects with 
Washington. Towards this end, regional interaction through cooperative arms 
control mechanics could put Euro-Atlantic security on a more solid footing. Seen 
this way, conventional arms control is appropriately at the forefront of the current 
U.S. effort to engage Russia in Europe.45   

Conclusion 

The evolution of the U.S.-Russian arms control process from the competitive 
towards the cooperative can be observed through the convergence between 
verification and transparency and predictability measures.  A bureaucratic security 
community was constructed when routine functions became, in effect, an 
institutionalized practice of reassurance. The presence of a bureaucratic security 
community has allowed for advances in mutual security when the bilateral political 
climate had become properly aligned. These dynamics have been at the core of the 
ongoing transformation of the U.S.-Russian security relationship.  

The ability to implement the U.S.-Russian consensus to gradually work 
toward “a world free of nuclear weapons” hinges on the speed of Russia’s integration 
into the Euro-Atlantic security community. This evolutionary shift in regional 
security dynamics will require less compartmentalized and numbers-driven thinking 
about the arms control process—the interplay between nuclear and conventional 
reductions—and about reassurance practices within the region. Anticipating this 
shift may be the key to understanding the mechanics of nuclear reduction beyond 
the bilateral.  

 

 

                                                           

43 See discussion in Joseph P. Harahan and John C. Kuhn, III, On-Site Inspections Under the 
CFE Treaty, (Washington, DC: On-Site Inspection Agency, 1997). 
44 Cooperation between, ceased in the wake of the Georgian conflict, was only recently 
restarted. See "Russia, NATO Officials to Discuss Military Cooperation," RIA Novosti, July 
22, 2010, http://en.rian.ru/mlitary_news/20100722/159902101.html.  
45 For a good discussion, see Judy Dempsey, "West to Seek Revival of Arms Treaty in 
Europe," The New York Times, April 30, 2010. 


