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Abstract
In this paper, I focus on the interplay between the institutionalized system of cooperative arms control in Europe and the global nuclear order. The Ukraine conflict
has underscored the close connections between the two systems and the negative
ramifications of the conflict on both of them. I limit my analysis mostly to the policies of the two main states shaping and influencing both systems: that is, U.S. and
Russian decision-making directed at certain critical institutions of international
security. Analysis shows that both states lack a healthy mix of power and morality
in their dealings with crucial elements and institutions of the European and the
global nuclear order. Applying network-induced regime analysis, I explain the origins and the current state of decay of European security institutions in the first part
of this paper. In the second part, I link the debate to the global nuclear order and
outline the most pressing challenges the Ukraine conflict has generated at the multilateral nuclear level. I conclude by arguing for a preservation of existing institutions of stability and a return to a more balanced policy mix of arms control and
cooperative security measures.

For more than a decade, Europe’s security institutions have been in a state of decay. To
different degrees, this development pertains to almost all institutions under the rubric of
cooperative security. The realm of arms control, in particular, has been negatively affected. Significant legally and politically binding arms control agreements under the
auspices of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) are either
stagnating, deadlocked, or in retreat. The most prominent example is the Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE)1. OSCE participating States remain unable or
unwilling to successfully overcome the deadlock in arms control institutions. Mirroring
this development, cooperative security institutions between the North Atlantic Treaty
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Organization (NATO) and the Russian Federation have largely ceased to function. With
the Ukraine conflict on-going, prospects for reversing this trend are rather low for the
moment. What is even more worrisome is that the deadlock of European institutions and
the effects of the renewed West-Russian confrontation have begun negatively affecting
the global nuclear order. The consequences of this negative interplay are not yet fully
assessable. If the confrontation continues over a longer period, which it certainly looks
like at the moment, their impact will most likely be severe.

The Institutions of Cooperative Arms Control in Europe
Cooperative arms control in Europe is basically a neologism consisting of the terms
‘cooperative security’ and ‘arms control’. The concept of cooperative security is understood to include a number of central tenets.2 It aims at increasing mutual security and
predictability through reciprocity, inclusiveness, dialogue, a defensive orientation,
transparency, confidence-building, and arms limitations.3 These central tenets are intended to help generate interstate relations ‘in which disputes are expected to occur, but
they are expected to do so within the limits of agreed-upon norms and established procedures.’4 The politics of cooperative security in Europe have often been identified with
the institution of the OSCE.5
The concept of arms control is very closely related to this. Bull sees ‘peace through the
manipulation of force’6 as the grand scheme under which to place the concept theoretically. In relation to the early period of the bipolar arms race, arms control’s foremost
objective was the prevention of (nuclear) war.7 In a more operational sense, arms control is ‘any agreement among states to regulate some aspect of their military capability
or potential. The agreement may apply to the location, amount, readiness, or types of
military forces, weapons, or facilities. Whatever their scope or terms, however, all plans
for arms control have one common factor: they presuppose some form of cooperation or
joint action among participants with respect to their military programs.’8 With the end
of the Cold War standoff, the ‘manipulation of force’, that is power, gave way to a more
normative connotation of shaping and governing peace through a whole range of institutions of which most of them – though not all – are found within the framework of the
OSCE.
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And this is where the two concepts meet. Combining the two is an attempt to analyze
two concepts which are technically in very close proximity, but whose theoretical origins link the concept – strongly influenced by American realism – of manipulating
power with the normative concept, originating in Europe, of governing peace. This effort is intended to help analyze two basic premises of international cooperation – that is
that ‘political action must be based on a coordination of morality and power.’9
The genesis of cooperative arms control in Europe can be traced back to the final days
of détente. In 1973, Moscow accepted the long-standing U.S. demand to enter into talks
about conventional forces in Europe to address the imbalance in the conventional realm,
which was to the detriment of the United States and its NATO allies. The talks, known
as Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks, continued for almost 16 years
without any concrete result and were finally replaced by the CFE negotiations in 1989.
For the Soviet Union, amongst the reasons for agreeing to MBFR was the start of formal negotiations on the mandate for a Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in 1972. MBFR and the CSCE can be seen as ‘two sprouts from one
bulb.’10 The one ‘sprout’, MBFR, dealt with manipulating power at a largely bilateral,
U.S.-Soviet, level. The other was multilateral in nature and sought to create a normative
framework for securing a “cold peace”. The latter achieved a voluntary and, thus, fragile
balancing act between the Soviet demand to devise status quo-cementing principles
such as the ‘indivisibility of security’ and the ‘non-interference in internal affairs’11 and
the Western demand for individual human rights.
Over the next forty years, and particularly in the first few years following the end of the
Cold War, a dense network of overlapping agreements, a regime complex in the most
recent understanding of complexity research12, developed. Five elemental regimes form
the complex of cooperative arms control in Europe.
The first regime evolved around conventional arms control and was kick-started by
MBFR. It acquired its full shape with the end of the Cold War and the signing of CFE in
1990 and a number of accompanying agreements, such as the Treaty on Open Skies, a
monitoring instrument.13 The regime was updated at the end of the 1990s, but today it is
extremely outdated technically and politically deadlocked due to disputes between
Washington and Moscow.
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The second regime developed in the realm of confidence- and security-building
measures (CSBMs) and has its roots in the 1975 Helsinki accords. It evolved through
the Stockholm Conference on CSBMs and Disarmament in Europe (1984-1986) and
acquired its full shape during the early 1990s with the elaboration of a whole range of
politically binding agreements – most prominently the Vienna Document (VD).14 Today, the regime is still functioning, but some of the instruments, such as the VD, are in
need of a timely update to better address contemporary security challenges, such as the
employment of forces without national insignia as seen in the Russian annexation of
Crimea.
The third regime developed in the realm of political and military cooperation under the
auspices of NATO. It includes cooperation mechanisms, such as the Partnership for
Peace framework, the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the NATO-Russia Founding
Act, and the NATO-Russia Council (NRC).15 Today, the regime is functioning where
military and political cooperation mechanisms involving third states are concerned. In
NATO’s political and military dealings with Russia, the regime is dysfunctional and
politically deadlocked. The most obvious example is the NRC which has been suspended by NATO member states at the working level as a reaction to Russian actions in
Ukraine.
The fourth regime emerged out of the need to achieve sub-regional stability for the wartorn countries of the Balkans.16 In a top-down approach led by the United States, important elements of the regime were designed along the lines of the CFE Treaty and the
VD. This regime is still functioning.
As inductive research has shown17, all four regimes share a significant number of principles and norms.18 Some of them were already listed almost word for word in the 1975
CSCE Helsinki Decalogue. The conclusion is that the historical roots of the regime
complex are in the Helsinki accords. This influence on the meta-level of key principles
and norms did not stop with the Helsinki stipulations, but was continuously fostered
through their repetition and extension in the declaratory agreements of the CSCE and
later the OSCE, particularly in the Charter of Paris for a New Europe (1990) and the
Charter for European Security (1999) and in the organization of the OSCE itself. Their
significance for the overall regime complex points to a special position within this complex, which can be described as a ‘meta-regime’19. Thereby, the fifth and most im-
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portant regime is a meta-regime in the sense of a constant multiplier and reinforcer of
principles and norms, informing the whole complex.
Applying network analysis,20 the normative CSCE/OSCE stipulations and their organizational manifestation (the OSCE) form an overarching canon of values which frames
the whole regime complex. Below this meta-regime, a dense regime complex of four
regimes with a high degree of interaction among the different nodes (the regimes) of the
complex is present. The nodes are interconnected through links at different levels. Links
refer to interactions at the level of cross-shared principles and norms, political-historical
linkages, direct references of a design and/or textual nature, and partially overlapping
membership21. Latest basic research has shown that the complex displays a high degree
of density and a low degree of centrality.22 On the one hand, interactions among the
nodes are frequent and lively. On the other hand, no node has considerably more links
than the others. The regime complex of cooperative arms control in Europe is, thus,
neither centralized nor fragmented, but displays a high degree of density.
As already mentioned, the regimes on conventional arms control, CSBMs under the
auspices of the OSCE, and political-military cooperation under the auspices of NATO,
all show increasing signs of decay – though, to different degrees. During the last 15
years, signs of decay have rapidly increased and have reached a peak with the Ukraine
conflict. In addition, the OSCE meta-regime of principles and norms is very badly affected. Every time a key principle or norm of cooperative arms control in Europe is violated, the meta-regime suffers indirectly. Almost all key principles or norms of cooperative arms control in Europe have been violated in the on-going Ukraine conflict.23 All in
all, the whole complex itself is characterized by decay.

The Reasons for Decay
The decay of institutionalized cooperation can be approached from different theoretical
angles. In order to stick with Carr’s dictum of the importance of power and morality, let
us first turn to a number of realist variables addressing questions of power.
The first variable is non-compliance. Non-compliance – or as rationalists would put it –
the “incentive to cheat” – is a crucial factor furthering cooperation decay.24 When
speaking of cooperative arms control in Europe, increasing acts of non-compliance al-
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most always involve Russia. Be it the illegal annexation of Crimea and the (covert) resort to force in Eastern Ukraine, the five-day war with Georgia in 2008, or the “suspension” of CFE in 2007 (an action not in accordance with the formal stipulations of the
treaty)25, Russia has always been a problematic actor when it comes to compliance.
However, non-compliance is usually only the final stage in a sequential process of political decisions culminating in the decision to exit from a cooperative agreement. Even
more so, Russian non-compliance is neither the sole nor the most important reason behind institutional decay.
The second variable was the massive shift in U.S.-Soviet/Russian capabilities in conjunction with the end of the Cold War. This shift had a cooperation-enabling and (over
the long term) a cooperation-disabling effect. On the one hand, it led the Soviet Union
under Gorbachev to focus relatively more on the economic capabilities of the USSR
than on the military. Against the background of rapidly declining economic capabilities,
Moscow decided to prioritize the economy and seek cooperation with the West. Gorbachev’s aim was to downsize the costly Soviet military and to get economic and financial
aid from the West in return.26 On the other hand, the loss of relative capabilities on the
Soviet side left Washington with relatively more capabilities. Against the background of
the relative Soviet – and later Russian – weakness, the United States could largely pursue its preferred policies in its dealings with Moscow while, at the same time, negating
Russian core interests (such as not enlarging NATO further to the East). The results
were Russian perceptions of inequality, dissatisfaction with the post-Cold War security
design of Europe, continued calls for re-negotiation, protracted negotiations, and increasing acts of non-compliance. After another minor shift in economic capabilities with
the relative recovery of the Russian economy during the 2000s, Russia started to (partially) exit from the institutions of cooperative arms control in Europe.
The third variable stems from the increasingly offensive orientation of the United States
since the end of the Cold War. According to Robert Jervis, offensively-oriented states
complicate cooperation.27 From 1994 onwards, the United States acted in accordance
with this orientation, which resulted in further change to the existing relative distribution of power in Europe – with the three rounds of NATO enlargement (1999, 2004, and
2009). Direct cooperation between Washington and Moscow on enlargement did not
take place due to the offensive orientation of U.S. policy.28 However, tacitly, Washing-
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ton sought to cushion Russia’s unease with enlargement through cooperative arms control in Europe. The establishment of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act, the adaptation of CFE, and the adaptation of the OSCE were all measures designed to accommodate Moscow and to support the weak Yeltsin government at home.29 At the same time,
Washington rejected Russian counterproposals (such as replacing NATO with the
OSCE)30 and linked important strands of the defensively-oriented normative policy of
cooperative security to a power policy which was offensive in nature (i.e. enlargement).
These interlinked policies not only led, over time, to increased Russian frustration31 but
deprived Russia de facto of an equal say in all European security matters.
The fourth variable responsible for decay was a loss of interest by both sides. Both
states shared an overriding interest in cooperation throughout the Cold War due to –
according to Realism – their mutual concern about survival in conjunction with the scenario of mutual assured destruction.32 The mutual interest in cooperation continued in
the direct post-Cold War period – though for different reasons: Russia for economic
reasons, the United States – under Bill Clinton – because it was concerned about possible backsliding of Russia into authoritarianism if the Yeltsin government would fail.33
With the 9/11 attacks, the survival concern of Washington finally shifted away from
Russia to the War on Terror and the Islamic World and, later, towards a rising China.
Russia dropped out of focus. Cooperation with Moscow was not a direct priority anymore. In turn, Moscow under Putin shifted its priority towards economic consolidation
and strengthening its influence in the Near Abroad. This mutual diminished interest in
cooperation led to the U.S. perception that issues of European security were basically
non-problematic in nature and, later, to mutually non-compromising behavior when it
came to issue-specific divergent interests, such as in the cases of CFE, the future of
NATO, or the on-going conflict over Ukraine.
The fifth variable was the constant rejection of Russian core interests. Russian calls for
re-negotiating elements of the post-Cold War security architecture or the system as a
whole have been apparent from the mid-1990s onwards.34 They contributed to the adaptation of CFE, failed efforts to achieve a legal personality for the OSCE in the second
half of the 1990s, and the establishment of the NRC in 2002. They increased within the
OSCE during the 2000s and culminated in the two unsuccessful security treaty drafts by
Dmitry Medvedev in 2008 and the ensuing so-called Corfu Process of the OSCE.35 Rus-
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sian calls for re-negotiation were, thus, partially successful. However, Moscow never
achieved its (indirect) overriding goal of either subordinating NATO to a higher security institution or codifying an end to NATO enlargement. Washington and its allies continued to resist any such attempt. This fact only deepened Russian dissatisfaction.
Beyond realist power variables, aspects of morality contributed to institutional decay as
well. Particularly with respect to the normative foundations of cooperative arms control
in Europe, there is a precarious mix of divergent interpretations of norms, normchallenging speech and behavior, and notions of injustice.
The first aspect stems from the inequitable distribution of gains from cooperation. Inequity can lead to dissatisfaction with cooperation.36 As explained above, Moscow did not
achieve its preferred interest in the different processes of cooperation with the United
States on the design of post-Cold War European security. Here, realism has little to offer, apart from insisting that the distribution of gains is always relative to the underlying
relative distribution of power.37 Nevertheless, this assumption does not change the fact
that Russia feels it is being treated unfairly – an assessment which has led to increasingly negative ramifications. Identifying a pivotal moment of the start of Russian perceptions of inequity is extremely hard. In hindsight, the 1999 NATO air strikes against the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia seemed to have a crucial impact on Moscow.38 Since
then, Russian statements delivered to the OSCE have been full of complaints about
double standards and the unevenly directed critique of the organization in relation to its
so-called “third basket”, which addresses human rights issues.39 The continued calls by
Russia for re-negotiation are indicative of the Russian perception of being treated unequally. The most prominent example of vocal dissatisfaction was the 2007 Munich Security Conference speech of Vladimir Putin.40
The second aspect is the presence of institutional birth defects. According to
institutionalists, intra-regime contradictions can significantly constrain successful institutionalized cooperation.41 Intra-regime contradictions are included in the 1975 Helsinki
accords. The first Helsinki principle speaks of ‘sovereign equality [and the] respect for
the rights inherent in sovereignty’. This principle explicitly includes the right ‘to be or
not to be a party to bilateral or multilateral treaties including the right to be or not to be
a party to treaties of alliance’. It follows directly after recognition in the preamble of the
‘indivisibility of security in Europe’42. Over the years, both stipulations have become
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key principles of the regime complex of cooperative arms control in Europe. The
agreements of the regime of political-military cooperation under the auspices of NATO,
in particular, have made the principle of the ‘indivisibility of security’ a central declaratory element of the new post-Cold War order.43 These two principles are still at the declaratory heart of the regime complex of cooperative arms control in Europe. In relation
to each other, they form a classic paragon of an internal contradiction as every party
could basically find any sovereign decision of any other party to join any treaty or alliance to be an infringement on its security and hence as contrary to the indivisibility of
security. Lawyers call such discrepancy a contradictio in adjecto. This example shows
that the Helsinki accords were designed to allow for a declaratory understanding against
the background of strongly divergent interests. Since the Helsinki accords are at the
heart of the normative basis of the regime complex, they continue to have declaratory
validity 40 years later. Their partially contradictory nature allows for diverse understandings and divergent interpretations of the normative base, serves as a reference
frame for continued Russian calls for re-negotiation, and even allows justifying acts of
non-compliance with reference to divergent interpretations of the normative basis44.
The third aspect is divergence in norm interpretation. Divergent interpretations of norms
can complicate institutionalized cooperation. Nevertheless, they are quite common in
international cooperative efforts.45 They are not a problem as long as states are able to
bring their divergent interpretations in line constructively. On cooperative arms control
in Europe, they have led to justifications of divergent interests and acts of noncompliance, most visibly in the on-going Ukraine conflict. As an example, Russia’s
occupation of parts of Ukraine has been interpreted by most Ukrainian and Western
politicians as destabilizing, not just for Ukraine, but also for the Russian-Ukrainian relationship as well as for NATO-Russian relations.46 From the Russian perspective, it is
the possible prospect of future NATO membership of Ukraine which is perceived as destabilizing.47 In essence, the two do not share a common understanding of the Helsinki
norm of ‘strengthening stability’ and interpret “stability” quite differently. Qualitative
assessment of U. S. and Russian statements to the OSCE shows that a number of key
norms have constantly been subject to divergent interpretations since the late 1990s.48
This fact leads to the assumption that Moscow and Washington (almost) never really
shared a common understanding of key principles and norms of the regime complex.
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The fourth aspect is what critical constructivists have identified as a cooperationdisabling interplay between norm-challenging speech and norm-challenging behavior.49
Acts of norm-challenging speech have occurred increasingly on the Russian side from
the late 1990s onwards in the forum of the OSCE.50 Norm-challenging speech, as such,
is already a problem because it incorporates the notion that something is fundamentally
wrong with a certain norm. Norm-challenging speech in conjunction with justice claims
is a particularly salient type of norm contestation.51 Russian notions of injustice and
inequality are linked to NATO enlargement, the U.S. foreign and security policy which,
Russia claims, employs double standards, and the role of the OSCE.52 The consequences of the Russian notions of being treated unfairly have been increasing acts of normchallenging speech, a (partial) retreat from the institutional structures of cooperative
security, and the (partial) ignoring of the normative basis of the regime complex.
The repeated and increasing use of norm-challenging speech has actively prepared the
way for norm-challenging behavior. Both the United States and Russia have acted as
norm challengers at different times. In conjunction with NATO enlargement (in the
Russian perception a U.S. violation of the principle of the ‘indivisibility of security’),
the 1999 Yugoslavia bombing53, the Russian CFE “suspension”, the Russian-Georgian
war of 2008, and the annexation of Crimea, both states have challenged existing normative injunctions, which are inherent parts of the regime complex. Since these states are
the two main actors in the institutionalized system of cooperative arms control in Europe and since both have repeatedly and increasingly challenged existing norms, their
actions are all the more serious.
The decay of the institutions of cooperative arms control in Europe was not the reason
for the current Ukraine conflict. However, it provided fertile ground for the crisis to
spiral out of control. Without CFE and its successor (ACFE), no meaningful transparency mechanisms or limitations for the Russian military buildup at the Ukrainian border
are available. The politically binding stipulations of the VD are not designed to address
the current situation. Efforts to craft more intrusive transparency measures for the VD
have failed in the past.54 Suspending the NRC at the working level has deprived NATO
member states of an important forum for communication with Russia. The deadlocked
OSCE still provides the only forum. However, due to its consensus design, the OSCE is
dependent on the general political climate between the West and Russia. In addition, the
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neglect of the security dimension of that organization by the United States during the
last 15 years has left the OSCE with few and mostly outdated policy instruments to address the conflict.
Taken together, unconstrained power, conflicting ambitions for power, and a long process of normative erosion has led to the decay of the regime complex of cooperative
arms control in Europe. The two key players in European security affairs have contributed substantially to that process. Since the end of the 1990s, the United States and
NATO have failed to achieve a coordination of power with respect to Russia. By disengaging from the power realm of arms control – most notably through non-ratification of
ACFE55 – and the continued policy of expanding NATO’s frontiers the West has contributed to the whole system of cooperative arms control in Europe getting out of balance. At the same time, Russian policy has increasingly lacked any co-ordination of
morality, as can be seen in the manifold norm violations in conjunction with the
Ukraine conflict but also in earlier instances.56 As long as neither is able to adjust their
diverging positions on power and morality, misunderstandings and the de facto potential
for hidden or open conflict will continue to thwart meaningful cooperation on European
security.

The Ramifications for the Global Nuclear Order
The European security crisis in conjunction with the Ukraine conflict is not an isolated
case. What is additionally worrisome is the fact that the conflict is about to create a negative domino effect at the level of multilateral nuclear arms control, disarmament, and
non-proliferation governance. The first effects will become obvious at the 2015 Review
Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). They
might increase over time and could seriously affect the global nuclear order. Four aspects of the Ukraine conflict are particularly worrisome for the international community.
The first aspect concerns international efforts to prevent additional states from acquiring
a nuclear weapons capability. Since the beginning of the nuclear age, nuclear weapons
have, at least to some extent, promised an enhanced survival guarantee for the possessors against conventional attack. This perception notwithstanding, there are other powerful arguments to go nuclear, such as prestige, international status, and the political
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leverage that comes with nuclear weapons possession.57 However, the survival concern
will always be central to any possible international negotiations aimed at convincing
states not to acquire a nuclear weapons capability. Negative security assurances by the
official nuclear weapons possessors have been a meaningful political instrument in that
process. In the past, this was particularly the case in conjunction with the breakup of the
Soviet Union. The Russian annexation of Crimea and the covert incursions into Eastern
Ukraine are, thus, not only violations of international and, particularly, European legal
norms, they are also a breach of the negative security assurances Russia, the United
States and the United Kingdom gave to the new Ukrainian state in 1994. Under the so
called Budapest Memorandum58, Kyiv gave up its approximately 1,800 nuclear warheads and joined NPT and the START I agreements in exchange for official recognition
of its sovereignty and territorial integrity.59 The Machiavellian impudence with which
Russia has broken these promises in March 2014 sets an extremely negative precedent
for the further value of negative security assurances. States such as Iran or North Korea
will have closely watched Moscow devaluing these political instruments. They might
already have drawn their lessons from this.
The second aspect is the prospect of a prolonged stalemate in further nuclear reductions
between the United States and Russia. Article VI of the NPT binds all officially recognized nuclear-weapon states to pursue negotiations in good faith, with the aim of the
total elimination of nuclear weapons. Today, U.S.-Russian arsenals still account for
over 90 percent of all nuclear weapons worldwide.60 This fact alone increases the mutual responsibility of Washington and Moscow to continue to lead global nuclear disarmament efforts. Both have done so since the end of the Cold War. The latest New
START agreement sets equal ceilings of 1,550 nuclear warheads for each side.61 New
START stipulates that these limits be reached by February 2018. The Ukraine crisis has
not only dashed hopes that both could pursue a follow-on agreement with even lower
ceilings, as put forward in a public proposal by Barack Obama in 2013 62 but recent
voices from Moscow seem to indicate that Russia might reconsider its stance towards
the agreement if the current conflict continues.63 The stalemate and even possible erosion of the U.S.-Russian nuclear disarmament dialogue might well throw the precarious
NPT bargain out of balance.
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This bargain is of a rather inequitable nature with five states (China, France, Russia, the
United Kingdom, and the United States) allowed to possess nuclear weapons, while the
others are not. In order to alleviate concerns over this obvious double standard and allow for universal ratification, non-nuclear-weapon States have pressed for inclusion of
the disarmament clause. In 1995, NPT Parties to the Treaty agreed to an indefinite extension of the treaty in exchange for increased commitments by the nuclear possessors
to pursue nuclear disarmament and to contribute to negotiations on a Middle East zone
free of nuclear weapons as well as other weapons of mass destruction (WMD).64 Twenty years later, neither the complete disarmament commitment nor a Middle East WMDfree zone has become reality. For obvious reasons, the Arab States, in particular, have
been dissatisfied with the general state of the treaty for a long time already. If, in addition, the two largest nuclear weapons possessors freeze their disarmament commitments, the NPT bargain and the treaty as a whole might erode more quickly than anticipated. A possible U.S.-Russian stalemate in disarmament efforts would serve as a good
smokescreen for Arab states to voice their continued dissatisfaction and to seek – under
worst circumstances – exit to the NPT.
The third factor is closely related to the NPT disarmament clause. Without a balanced
and operational NPT in place, efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and nuclear materials might seriously suffer as well. What pertains to the level of state-led
efforts to acquire a nuclear weapons capability (as in the case of Iran) applies as well to
criminal trans-national networks and terrorist groups struggling to obtain weaponsgrade nuclear material. The latest decision by Moscow in 2014, obviously influenced by
the Ukraine crisis, to end the last remains of nuclear security cooperation with the United States65 is a serious setback for efforts to halt nuclear proliferation. Prior to the decision, Moscow had already refused to extend the 20-years old Cooperative Threat Reduction Program (CTR) in 2012. Under the program, initiated at the end of the Cold
War, surplus Russian nuclear bombers, missiles, submarines and warheads were dismantled, fissile material safeguarded and sensitive sites upgraded with the newest security technology. In the midst of the chaotic breakup of the USSR this U.S.-sponsored
initiative was key to preventing the uncontrolled spread of nuclear materials and
knowledge. The end of CTR and the latest decision to cut off nuclear security cooperation with the United States signal the departure of Russia from multi-national efforts to
secure nuclear materials and a return to the imperative of national safeguarding policies.

14

Other states could follow this example, which would essentially mean that the successful U.S. policy of collecting nuclear weapon-grade materials under the framework of the
Nuclear Security Summits might come to an end as well.
The fourth factor is the risk of a revival of nuclear power politics in the U.S.-Russian
relationship. The on-going crisis surrounding the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces
(INF) Treaty has the potential to lead to such a dangerous scenario. The treaty bans the
United States and Russia from possessing, producing, and flight-testing intermediateand shorter-range missile systems with maximum ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers.66 Recent allegations by the U.S. State Department imply that Moscow is in noncompliance with the treaty, having test-launched a “ground-launched cruise missile
(GLCM).”67 Russia has countered the allegations with its own compliance concerns.68
So far, neither side has found the appropriate forum or a workable formula to address
their mutual compliance concerns. In a recent Congressional hearing, Brian McKeon of
the Department of Defense pondered the idea of “countervailing strike capabilities to
enhance U.S. or allied forces.” Deploying U.S. GLCMs “would obviously be one option
to explore” in response to Russia’s actions, he added.69 In its very essence and under the
worst circumstances, such deliberations might amount to a renewed missile deployment
debate in Central Europe, with all the possible historical analogies to the NATO Dual
Track decision of the early 1980s. A possible renewed nuclear arms race on the European continent would undoubtedly have negative ripple effects for the global nuclear order. It is very questionable whether the official nuclear-weapon states under the NPT
still have the same political power to hold the global system of nuclear non-proliferation
and arms control together as they did during the time of the Cold War. Particularly China with its long border with Russia would have to find a suitable response to a possible
Russian arms buildup in the realm of INF systems.
In summary, the Ukraine conflict with all its intended and unintended consequences has
the negative potential to seriously weaken and undermine the global nuclear order. The
conflict comes at a time when further instruments of the global nuclear order are experiencing an almost constant state of deadlock. This pertains to the question of ratification
of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty, the unsuccessful efforts to craft a Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty, or the equally unsuccessful attempts to agree on a conference with the aim of establishing a Weapons of Mass Destruction-Free Zone in the
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Middle East. This state of negative inertia, coupled with tectonic shifts in the international distribution of economic, military and political power and continued additional
international crises, provides fertile ground to make any future effort to re-engage on
these critical issues extremely difficult and time-consuming.

Re-Gaining Order
The Ukraine conflict is a formidable example of the interdependence of regional and
global decision-making and institutions. It is also an example of their inherent brittleness. In order to strengthen existing institutions and to re-gain order, decision-makers
should first internalize a number of crucial lessons learnt from the current conflict and
its related root causes.
At the regional level, the decay of the regime complex of cooperative arms control in
Europe shows that even highly sophisticated institutional arrangements can go into reverse and disintegrate. The decay of certain nodes of such a network – take the CFE
Treaty, for instance – should be a warning signal and should be treated more cautiously.
The negative ripple effects of elemental regime decay can, under the worst circumstances, reverberate throughout the whole system, causing it to shatter into numerous pieces.70
As the current example of the degeneration of the European security architecture shows,
unconstrained power, divergent interpretations of norms, non-compliance and normchallenging speech and behavior are sequential stages which can unleash powerful destructive forces. Whether the two main actors of Euro-Atlantic security, the United
States and Russia, will be able to return to a stable, balanced and long-term policy mix
of power and morality is not predictable. Both elemental concepts of European security
– the Realist power element of arms control and the more normative element of cooperative security – have seriously suffered from short-sighted decisions in the past and tactical behavior in the present conflict.
To assume that either continued sanctions against Russia or continued Russian belligerence in Ukraine will solve the problem is a failed cost-benefit calculation. Under both
assumptions it will be to the detriment of the Ukrainian people. Today, more than ever,
Europe needs a real restart in the security realm. The upcoming 2016 OSCE Chairman-
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ship of Germany – the only powerful European country with an equal interest in good
relations with Washington and Moscow and, at the same time, the uncontested leader of
the European Union71 – provides a possible window of opportunity to re-engage on the
difficult issues of clarifying the normative European acquis, devising stabilizing
measures in the realm of CSBMs and arms control, and achieving a stable, realistic and
prosperous solution for the non-aligned states in the common NATO-Russia neighborhood.
At the global level, the Ukraine conflict underscores how strongly the global nuclear
order is still affected and shaped by the general state of U.S.-Russian relations and
therewith, how closely it is connected to critical questions of European security. Barack
Obama is basically right to portray Russia as a ‘regional power’72 when it comes to cultural appeal or economic power. Nevertheless, in the nuclear realm, Moscow still has all
the destructive potential of a superpower. And this assessment pertains not only to scenarios of nuclear holocaust, but also to the multilateral realm of institutionalized nuclear
arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation. Without Russian acquiescence, efforts
to hold the precarious global nuclear order together are extremely difficult to imagine.
The current and future U.S. administrations would, therefore, be well advised not to let
go of the remaining institutions of stability. Preserving New START and the INF Treaty
is in the national interest of America. It is even more so in the interest of the international community, which still depends on a functioning and reliable U.S.-Russian relationship.
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