
 
 
 

START/Nuclear Reductions  
Briefing Book  

 
 

December  2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation 
322 4th Street, NE 

Washington, DC 20002 
 
 
 

Complete Briefing Book also Available Online at: 
http://www.armscontrolcenter.org/resources/start_resources/ 

 
 
 
 

Contacts: 202 546-0795 
John Isaacs (x2222) jdi@armscontrolcenter.org 

Leonor Tomero (x.2104) ltomero@armscontrolcenter.org 
Kingston Reif (x2103)kreif@armscontrolcenter.org 

 



 

 
Table of contents  

 
 
I.       Introduction  
II.     Official Administration explanation of New START 
agreement  
III.    START timeline  
IV.    Current nuclear weapons stoc kpiles  
 ! U.S. and Russian  
 ! Worldwide  
V.    Nuclear weapons counting rules under START and 
Treaty of Moscow  
VI.   How the ÒNew STARTÓ Treaty Increases U.S. Security  
VII.  Moderates and conservatives for nuclear weapons cuts  
VIII: Polling on nuclear issues  
IX.   Messaging on nuclear issues  
X.    Editorial comments on nuclear arms reductions  
XI.   From the other side: Voices opposed to further 
reductions (with web links)  
XII.  Rebuttals to arguments against ÒNew STARTÓ  
XIII. Previous votes by Republican Senators on m ajor arms 
treaties  
XIV. Articles and other background materials on the talks  
(with web links)  
XV.  Administration statements and speeches (with web 
links)  
XVI. SenatorsÕ letter on START and missile defense  
XVII. Glossary  
 
 
 
 
 



I. Introduction:  START I and Nuclear Weapons Reductions  
 
 
What is START?  
 
The landmark 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) provided a legally-
binding basis for substantial, verified reductions in the U.S. and Russian strategic 
nuclear arsenals. START codified the end of the Cold War nuclear competition, reduced 
real and immediate dangers associated with the retention of excess nuclear weapons, 
and provided both sides with legal rights to verify the other’s compliance built to endure 
future political disputes.  
 
START slashed strategic nuclear forces from 1990 levels of approximately 10,000 
deployed warheads for each of the two sides to no more than 6,000 warheads apiece 
by December 5, 2001.  The accord also limited each side to 1,600 strategic delivery 
vehicles (land- and submarine-based ballistic missiles, plus heavy bombers) and 
mandated the destruction of most excess delivery systems.  In addition, START 
established a far-reaching system of notifications and inspections that provides an 
accurate assessment of the size and location of each side’s forces.  

START also prohibited interference with national technical means of intelligence, 
operating in a manner consistent with the recognized principles of international law. 
START bans the use of concealment measures that impede verification by national 
technical means.   

National technical means were buttressed by a system of cooperative measures, which 
make it easier for satellites to monitor the numbers and locations of strategic forces. 
START further banned most forms of telemetry encryption during flight tests of ICBMs 
and SLBMs, which provides additional confidence that such tests are not being used for 
illegal purposes.  

START provided agreed procedures for the conversion or elimination of delivery 
systems. A special system of notifications in numerical and geographical constraints 
helps control the numbers and locations of mobile ICBMs. 

While the U.S. and Russia reached the START-mandated weapons ceilings back in 
2001, START still provided a channel through which U.S. and Russian military leaders, 
bureaucrats, and experts can communicate, allowing them to discuss particular issues 
and settle disagreements. It provided U.S. and Russian political leaders with 
predictability and transparency about how each will handle the world’s largest and most 
deadly nuclear arsenals. 
 
Current Status  
 
START expired on Dec. 5, 2009. 
 



The 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty calls for lower numbers of U.S. and 
Russian strategic weapons, counting only deployed long-range nuclear weapons to no 
more than 2,200 each by the end of 2012   However, it expires the same day the treaty 
limits take effect and provides no verification provisions.  
 
Today, the United States deploys approximately 2,200 strategic nuclear warheads, with 
a comparable number of warheads in reserve. Russia is believed to deploy 
approximately 2,700 strategic nuclear warheads. Each side maintains many of these 
weapons on a high-alert status. It is estimated that the United States currently deploys 
its warheads on approximately 800 strategic delivery vehicles and Russia deploys its 
warheads on an estimated 620 strategic delivery vehicles. Each side also possesses 
additional numbers of non-strategic, “tactical” nuclear bombs, including some 200 U.S. 
tactical bombs at NATO bases in Europe. 
 
Earlier this year, U.S. and Russian officials agreed to negotiate a new nuclear 
reductions agreement – now dubbed New START -- that will establish lower, verifiable 
limits on the two countries' strategic nuclear arsenals by year’s end. Talks on a new 
agreement began in April. 
 
On July 1, President’s Obama and Medvedev agreed that the new treaty would limit 
each side’s deployed strategic warheads to a number between 1,500 and 1,675 and 
each side’s strategic nuclear delivery vehicles to between 500 and 1,100. They also 
agreed that the new agreement would include verification, monitoring, and information 
exchange provisions based on principles and practices established by the 1991 START 
agreement. 
 
On December 4, one day before START I was scheduled to expire, the U.S. and Russia 
released the following statement: “Recognizing our mutual determination to support 
strategic stability between the United States of America and the Russian Federation, we 
express our commitment, as a matter of principle, to continue to work together in the 
spirit of the START Treaty following its expiration, as well as our firm intention to ensure 
that a new treaty on strategic arms enter into force at the earliest possible date.”  
 

------------------------ 
 
Updated version of  2009 National Security and Nonproliferation Briefing Book prepared 
by the Peace and Security Initiative – November 2008 – drafted by Daryl G. Kimball, 
Arms Control Association 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



II. Official Administration Explanation of New START Agreement  
 

THE WHITE HOUSE  
Office of the Press Secretary 
_________________________________________________________________ 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE                                           July 6, 2009 
  
Joint Statement by President Barack Obama of the United States of America and 
President Dmitry Medvedev of the Russian Federation on Nuclear Cooperation  
  
The United States of America and the Russian Federation confirm their commitment to 
strengthening their cooperation to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and stop 
acts of nuclear terrorism. We bear special responsibility for security of nuclear 
weapons.  While we reconfirm that security at nuclear facilities in the United States and 
Russia meets current requirements, we stress that nuclear security requirements need 
continuous upgrading.  We will continue cooperating on effective export controls that 
make it possible to prevent nuclear materials, equipment and technologies from falling 
into the hands of actors unauthorized by the state as well as prevent their use in any 
manner contrary to obligations under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). 
  
Building upon previous joint efforts, experience and achievements, and in order to fulfill 
our agreements reached in London on April 1, 2009, we declare an intent to broaden 
and deepen long-term cooperation to further increase the level of security of nuclear 
facilities around the world, including through minimization of the use of highly-enriched 
uranium in civilian applications and through consolidation and conversion of nuclear 
materials.  We also reaffirm our commitment to dispose of existing stockpiles of 
weapon-grade materials that are surplus to defense needs consistent with our 
obligations under Article VI of the NPT. 
 
Both sides remain committed to executing the Agreement between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Government of the Russian Federation 
Concerning the Management and Disposition of Plutonium Designated as No Longer 
Required for Defense Purposes and Related Cooperation to dispose of 34 metric tons 
each of weapons-grade plutonium in the United States and Russia. The parties 
recognize that successful implementation of their respective programs will be subject to 
future appropriation of funds. 
  
Both sides commit themselves to the nuclear security initiatives begun in 2005, to 
include the repatriation of spent highly-enriched uranium (HEU) fuel.  To expand on this 
work, we will jointly and together with other nations work to return research reactor HEU 
fuel under the agreed-upon schedule, as a practical implementation of nuclear 
nonproliferation objectives.  We will continue working with other nations to secure and to 
eliminate excess stocks of proliferation-sensitive nuclear materials worldwide.   
 
We will continue cooperating on development of new types of low-enriched uranium 
(LEU) fuel for possible conversion of research reactor cores in third countries and on 



conducting feasibility studies to explore possibilities for conversion of such individual 
reactors in the United States and Russia.  We note the importance of HEU minimization 
in civilian applications and support such efforts to the maximum extent possible, where 
feasible.    
  
To continue to improve the level of nuclear security and to combat existing and 
emerging threats, our experts will continue working to further improve physical 
protection systems at nuclear facilities and ensure that these improvements will be 
sustained in the long term.  We will continuously improve physical protection, 
accounting and control of nuclear materials and radioactive substances and 
qualifications of professional staff. 
  
Building on our excellent bilateral cooperation in nuclear security, and the expertise of 
both countries in this area, we will work together to strengthen the ability of other 
nations to carry out their weapons of mass destruction nonproliferation obligations 
under UNSCR 1540. 
  
We express our mutual desire to expand capabilities to combat illicit trafficking of 
nuclear materials and radioactive substances at the borders of our countries. 
  
Recognizing the important role of safeguards in promoting confidence in the peaceful 
use of nuclear energy and in addressing proliferation threats, we will work together to 
expand opportunities for bilateral and multilateral cooperation to strengthen the overall 
effectiveness and efficiency of the international safeguards system. 
  
We share a common vision of the growth of clean, safe, secure and affordable nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes. Our nations have a great deal to offer together with other 
states to the international community in this area, focusing additional efforts on: 
  
     - Development of prospective and innovative nuclear energy systems;  
     - Research into methods and mechanisms for the provision of reliable nuclear fuel 
cycle services;  
     - Research into international approaches for the establishment of nuclear fuel cycle 
services to secure the nuclear weapons nonproliferation regime;  
     - Improvement of the international safeguards system;  
  
As stated in London on April 1, 2009, the United States and Russia will work to bring 
into force the bilateral Agreement for Cooperation in the Field of Nuclear Energy, which 
will provide the basis for these and other types of cooperation. 
  
We welcome the expansion and strengthening of the Global Initiative to Combat 
Nuclear Terrorism, which held the fifth meeting of partner nations in The Hague on June 
16-17, 2009, and we are fully determined to continue joint work to expand national and 
collective efforts to combat the threat of nuclear terrorism. To this end, we will jointly 
initiate practical steps, to include conducting world-wide regional nuclear security best-



practices workshops to facilitate greater international cooperation in implementing this 
initiative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



III. START Timeline  
 
 
July 31, 1991:  START I signed - Presidents George H.W. Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev 
sign the “Treaty on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms" (START 
I), which calls for the United States and the Soviet Union to reduce their strategic 
nuclear forces over seven years to 1,600 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and 6,000 
“accountable” warheads, of which no more than 4,900 may be on ballistic missiles.  
 
October 1, 1992:  Senate approves  START I by a vote of 93-6. 
 
May 23, 1992:  START protocol signed - The United States, Belarus, Kazakhstan, 
Russia, and Ukraine sign the START Protocol at a ceremony in Portugal. Under the 
protocol, all five countries become parties to START, and the three non-Russian former 
Soviet republics agree to join the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as non-
nuclear-weapon states “in the shortest possible time.” In addition to the protocol, in 
letters to President Bush, the heads of the three republics pledge to eliminate all the 
strategic weapons on their territories within the seven-year START reduction period. 
 
January 3, 1993:  START II signed  - Presidents Bush and Boris Yeltsin meet in 
Moscow and sign the Treaty Between the United States of America and the Russia 
Federation on the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Arms (START II). This 
Treaty calls for the elimination of MIRVed ICBMs and reductions to strategic warhead 
limits on each side of between 3,000 and 3,500 by the year 2003. 
 
December 5, 1994: START I in struments of ratification  - The five parties to the 
START I Treaty -- the United States, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, and Ukraine -- 
exchange instruments of ratification for START I at the Budapest Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe summit.  The Treaty is to remain in force for 15 
years, unless replaced by a subsequent agreement, and, therefore, will expire on 
December 5, 2009. 
 
January 26, 1996:  Senate ratifies START II  by a vote of 87-4. 
 
March 20 -21, 1997: Clinton -Yeltsin meeting  - Presidents Bill Clinton and Boris Yeltsin 
meet in Helsinki and agree to immediately begin negotiations on a START III treaty 
once START II enters into force (subsequently modified to occur once START II is 
ratified). They agree that START III negotiations will include a limit of 2,000-2,500 
deployed strategic nuclear warheads for each side by December 31, 2007, measures 
relating to the transparency of strategic nuclear warhead inventories and to the 
destruction of strategic warheads, extension of the current START agreements to 
unlimited duration, and the deactivation by the end of 2003 of all strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles to be eliminated under START II. 
 
April 14, 2000:  Duma ratifies  START II - The Russian Duma (lower house of 
parliament) ratifies START II.  



 
December 5, 2001: Meeting START I  requirements  - The United States and Russia 
announce they have met their final START I requirements. 
 
May 24, 2002:  Treaty of Moscow  - Presidents Bush and Putin sign the Strategic 
Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) in Moscow, which calls for each country to deploy 
no more than 1,700-2,200 strategic warheads by December 31, 2012. 
 
June 14, 2002:  START II in limbo  - Russian President Vladimir Putin declares that 
Russia is no longer bound by its signature of START II. 
 
Novem ber 13-21, 2008: Extending START I  - The United States and Russia, along 
with representatives from Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan, meet in the Joint 
Compliance and Implementation Commission (JCIC). The parties considered whether to 
extend START I, but they fail to reach any agreements. 
 
February 7, 2009: Biden reset with Russia speech  - In a speech at the Munich 
Security Conference, Vice President Joe Biden states that “[i]t is time to press the reset 
button” on U.S.-Russian relations and “to renew the verification procedures in the 
START treaty and then go beyond existing treaties to negotiate deeper cuts in our 
arsenals.” 
 
March 6, 2009: Clinton -Lavrov meeting  - Secretary of State Hilary Clinton presents 
Russian foreign minister Sergei Lavrov with a symbolic reset button, stating “I would like 
to present you with a little gift that represents what President Obama, Vice President 
Biden and I have been saying. We want to reset our relationship, and so we will do it 
together.”   
 
April 1, 2009: Obama Ð Medvedev meeting  - Presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry 
Medvedev meet in London and issue a Joint Statement in which they agree “to pursue 
new and verifiable reductions in our strategic offensive arsenals in a step-by-step 
process, beginning by replacing the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with a new, 
legally-binding treaty. We are instructing our negotiators to start talks immediately on 
this new treaty and to report on results achieved in working out the new agreement by 
July.” 
 
April 5, 2009: Obama Prague speec h - President Obama delivers a major speech on 
nuclear weapons in Prague, in which he states: “To reduce our warheads and 
stockpiles, we will negotiate a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with the Russians 
this year….that is legally binding and sufficiently bold. And this will set the stage for 
further cuts, and we will seek to include all nuclear weapons states in this endeavor.” 
 
April 6, 2009: Gottemoeller sworn in  - Rose Gottemoeller is sworn in as the Assistant 
Secretary of State for Verification, Compliance, and Implementation.  One of her main 
responsibilities will be to lead the US team responsible for negotiating a START follow-
on agreement with Russia. 



 
April 7, 2009: Gottemoeller -Kislyak  discussion - Assistant Secretary of State 
Gottemoeller and Russian Ambassador to the U.S. Sergei Kislyak meet at a public 
event hosted by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.  Both speakers 
express the importance of having a START follow-on agreement in place before the end 
of the year. 
 
April 24, 2009: Gottemoeller -Antonov  preparatory talks - Assistant Secretary of State 
Gottemoeller and Director of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs Department of 
Security and Disarmament Anatoly Antonov meet at the US Embassy in Rome for their 
first preparatory talks on negotiating a START follow-on agreement. 
 
May 7, 2009: Clinton -Lavrov meeting  - Secretary of State Clinton and Foreign Minister 
Lavrov meet in Washington D.C.  In a joint appearance with Lavrov after the meeting, 
Clinton declares that “[i]t is I think old thinking to say that we have a disagreement in 
one area, therefore we should not work on something else that is of overwhelming 
importance. That's just not the way we think.” 
 
May 19-21, 2009:  Formal negotiations begin  -The US and Russian delegations are 
meet in Moscow to formally begin negotiations on a START follow-on agreement. 
 
June 1-3, 2009:  Round  of formal negotiations in Geneva, Switzerland  
 
June 23 – 24, 2009 – START negotiations in Geneva, Switzerland  
 
July 6-8, 2009: ObamaÐMedvedev meet ing  - President Obama is scheduled to make 
his first visit as President to Russia.  Both leaders are expected to discuss and 
announce the progress that has been made in negotiating a START follow-on 
agreement. 
 
July 22 – 24,  2009:  START negotiations in Geneva, Switzerland 
 
August 31-September 2, 2009: Fifth round of formal negotiations in Geneva, 
Switzerland 
 
September 21-October 3, 2009: Sixth round of formal negotiations to be held in 
Geneva, Switzerland 
 
September 23, 2009: Presidents Obama and Medvede v meet in New York City - The 
two presidents meet on the sidelines of a UN General Assembly meeting to hear a 
report on the progress of the START follow-on talks. 
 
October 13, 2009: Clinton -Lavrov meeting  - The two foreign policy chiefs reiterate 
their desire to finish negotiations by December 5. 
 
October 19-30, 2009: Seventh round of formal negotiations in Geneva, Switzerland 



 
October 24, 2009: Presidents Obama and Medvedev hold a telephone conversation  
- The two presidents reaffirm their desire to finish negotiations by December 5. 
 
October 28-29, 2009: National Security Adviser James Jones visits Moscow to 
meet with his Russian counterpart, Nikolai Patrushev, and Foreign Minister Sergey 
Lavrov. 
 
November 9, 2009: Eighth (and final?) round of negotiations begin in Geneva, 
Switzerland 
 
December 5, 2009: START I expires . 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



IV. Current Nuclear Weapons Stockpiles  

 

 

Notes : Statistics for both U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals are from the Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists. See “US Nuclear Forces, 2009” (March/April 2009) and “Russian 
Nuclear Forces, 2009” (May/June 2009).  
**Total Russian stockpile size is uncertain because there is no accurate count of tactical 
nuclear weapons. 

 



Estimated Global Nuclear Weapons Inventories, 2009*  
 
 
Russia: 13,000** 
 
United States: 9,400*** 
 
France: 300 
 
China: 240 
 
Britain: 180 
 
Israel: 80–100 
 
Pakistan: 70–90 
 
India: 60–80 
 
North Korea: Unknown 
 
Total: ~23,360 
 
 
* Data taken from Norris, Robert S. and Hans M. Kristensen, “Nuclear Notebook: 
Worldwide deployments of nuclear weapons, 2009.”  Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
November/December 2009. 
** Approximately 4,850 of the Russian warheads are operational or active. The status of 
the other 8,150 warheads is unclear. Some portion may be in reserve with the balance 
retired and awaiting dismantlement. 
*** Approximately 5,200 of the U.S. warheads are in the military stockpile (about 2,700 
deployed); 4,200 retired warheads are awaiting dismantlement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



V. Nuclear Weapons Counting Rules  
Under START A nd Treaty Of Moscow  

 
 

START COUNTING RULES:  
 
• Deployed strategic delivery vehicles and accountable warheads (number based on the 

capacity of the delivery systems). 
 
• The ceilings are:  

- 1,600 delivery vehicles : deployed intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and heavy bombers for each side.  
- 6,000 "accountable" warheads  on ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers, of which no 
more than 4,900 may be on ICBMs and SLBMs, 1,540 on heavy missiles (the Soviet SS-
18), and 1,100 on mobile ICBMs.  
- Ballistic missile throw -weight  (lifting power) is limited to 3,600 metric tons  on each 
side.  
**Completely implemented by December 5, 2001 
 
Specifically: 
- Heavy bombers equipped only with bombs or short-range attack missiles (SRAMs) are 
counted as carrying one warhead each.  
- U.S. heavy bombers may carry no more than 20 long-range air-launched cruise missiles 
(ALCMs) each. The first 150 of these bombers count as carrying only 10 ALCMs each.  
- Soviet heavy bombers may carry no more than 16 ALCMs each. The first 180 of these 
bombers count as carrying only eight ALCMs each.  
- No more than 1,250 warheads may be "downloaded" (removed from) and not counted 
on existing multiple-warhead ballistic missiles.  

 
• Under the terms of the START I treaty the main unit of account is the launcher: 

the missile silo, mobile launcher, or bomber. Even after a missile is removed from 
the silo, that silo still counts as a launcher for the type of missile for which it was 
designed, and is included in the MOU data. For START I purposes both the 
missile and the warheads it carried will continue to be counted until the silo is 
destroyed, the destroyed silo has been inspected, and a 90 day period has 
elapsed.1 

 
• PROBLEM: “The U.S. now counts 5,951 units under the “warheads” category of 

the START; applying the SORT understanding, however, there would be only 
2,900 units to be counted in that section.”2 

 
• Expires December 5, 2009. 
 
                                            
1 “Russia: START I Counting Rules,” NTI, Feb, 1999, http://www.nti.org/db/nisprofs/russia/weapons/count.htm  
2 Edward Ifft, “Controlling Nuclear Weapons: Priorities for the Obama Administration,” Lecture at Georgetown 
University, January 22, 2008.  



TREATY OF MOSCOW (SORT) COUNTING RULES:  
 
• Deployed, strategic weapons only. 
 
• The ceilings are: 

between 1,700 and 2,200 deployed strategic warheads. 
 
• Unlike past strategic arms control agreements between Moscow and 

Washington, SORT does not specify which warheads are to be reduced or how 
reductions should be made.3 

 
Vague interpretation of SORT commitments: 

 
U.S. =  counts number of warheads on its “operationally deployed” 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles (SLBMs), as well as warheads loaded on heavy bombers or stationed at 
heavy bomber bases. Some spare strategic warheads stored at heavy bomber 
bases, however, are not counted against the treaty limit.4  

 
Russia = has not publicly stated what warheads it considers limited by the  
treaty.5 

 
• PROBLEM: “The U.S. wants to put conventional warheads on ICBMs and 

SLBMs (the Prompt Global Strike) – Russia wants to count those as nuclear 
weapons”6 

 
• Expires December 31, 2012. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                            
3 “Strategic Offensive Reduction Treaty at a Glance,” Arms Control Today, September 2006, 
http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/sort-glance  
4 Ibidem.  
5 Ibidem. 
6 Ifft, ibidem. 



VI. How the ÒNew STARTÓ Treaty Increases U.S. security  
 
New START will provide critical verification procedures to ensure we know what the 
Russians are doing.  
If START is allowed to expire on December 5, the limits on and the means of verifying the 
two countries’ still enormous nuclear stockpiles and delivery systems would disappear.  
START’s monitoring and verification provisions have provided each side with important 
information on the size and location of the other’s nuclear forces.  Without such an 
infrastructure, neither side would be able to assure that the other was not attempting to 
retain a significant strategic advantage. 

 
Reductions in numbers of nuclear weapons will reduce the risk of accidents or theft  
Together the United States and Russia possess some 20,000 nuclear weapons, about 95 
percent of all these in the world. Designed for the Cold War, such massive arsenals are 
useless against current threats like terrorism.  U.S. and Russian reductions would reduce 
the risk of accidental or unauthorized launch or theft of weapons or materials for use in 
nuclear terrorism.  The appropriate mission for U.S. nuclear weapons is deterrence. 
Reducing the current U.S. nuclear stockpile will not undermine or endanger this mission.  
  
The treaty is an important means to improve U.S. -Russian relations, which are 
important to deal with common problems such as Iran and North Ko rea. 
Though the United States and Russia have serious differences on several foreign policy 
issues, the formal arms control process can enhance U.S.-Russian relations and greatly 
limit the incentives for a renewed arms race.  Further reductions in strategic arsenals would 
make it easier to pursue other vital objectives central to U.S. security, including buttressing 
programs to secure and safeguard nuclear material stockpiles worldwide and reigning in 
Iran’s nuclear program. 

 
Deeper nuclear reductions can h elp to strengthen the nuclear Non -Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT). This treaty is the first line of defense against the spread of nuclear weapons.  
U.S.-Russian nuclear reductions – a promise made to the non-nuclear weapons states at 
the 1995 NPT Review Conference in return for their agreement to extend the NPT 
indefinitely – are essential to non-nuclear weapons states’ willingness not to pursue nuclear 
arsenals and support tougher nonproliferation and nuclear security measures. 
 
Bottom line: because the treaty so clearly benefits U.S. security, the agreement 
enjoys broad bipartisan support . Even conservative Republicans favor negotiating a 
legally binding successor to START.  For example, the May 2009 report of the bipartisan 
Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, which included 
several very hawkish Republicans, concluded: “The moment appears ripe for a renewal of 
arms control with Russia, and this bodes well for a continued reduction in the nuclear 
arsenal. The United States and Russia should pursue a step-by-step approach and take a 
modest first step to ensure that there is a successor to START I when it expires at the end 
of 2009.” 
 
 
 



VII. Moderates and Conservatives for Nuclear Weapons Cuts  
 

It is Nearly Unanimous:  
Across -the-Spectrum Support for Nuclear Weapons Reductions  

 
 
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates  
“I think actually that there is a willingness and an ability to make deeper reductions. We 
are at about – the goal now, I think, is to get down to something on the order of 1,700 to 
2,200 deployed warheads, and we can probably do better than that. The real issue has 
centered around the nature of the agreement we should have with the Russians. My 
own view is, there will be another agreement with the Russians. I am confident that the 
new – that whoever is elected president, we will go to the bargaining table. If we don’t 
have time to get a new START agreement before the current – before the Moscow 
Treaty expires, there is provision for both sides to extend the existing treaty, with the 
verification procedures and so on. And I have every confidence that we will do that.” 
Robert Gates at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Oct 28, 2008, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/1028_transcrip_gates_checked.pdf 
 
Sen. John McCain (R -AZ) 
“But the Cold War ended almost twenty years ago, and the time has come to take 
further measures to reduce dramatically the number of nuclear weapons in the world's 
arsenals.  In so doing, the United States can – and indeed, must – show the kind of 
leadership the world expects from us, in the tradition of American presidents who 
worked to reduce the nuclear threat to mankind . . As the Administration reviews its 
nuclear weapons posture, it should, I believe, seek to reduce the size of our nuclear 
arsenal to the lowest number possible consistent with our security requirements and 
global commitments.  This means a move, as rapidly as possible, to a significantly 
smaller force.”    
Senate floor speech,June 3, 2009 
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/F?r111:14:./temp/~r111TFItdQ:e0: 
 
Former Republican Secretary of States George P. Schultz  and Henry A. Kissinger , 
plus former Democratic Secretary of Defense William J. Perry  and former 
Democratic Senator Sam Nunn  
“The U.S. and Russia, which possess close to 95% of the world's nuclear warheads, 
have a special responsibility, obligation and experience to demonstrate leadership. 
Some steps are already in progress, such as the ongoing reductions in the number of 
nuclear warheads deployed on long-range, or strategic, bombers and missiles.” 
Wall Street Journal, January 15, 2008, 
http://online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB120036422673589947.html  
 



Former Republican Secretary of State  George P. Schultz  
“There are a number of things, two of which you mentioned, that are on the critical path. 
The START treaty is one. If that comes here and the Senate declines to ratify it, it’s 
over. The United States is not in the game.” 
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/1027_transcript_shultz.pdf 
Presentation at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 27, 2009 
 
The Congressional Commission On The Strategic Posture Of The United States, 
which include d Republicans James Schlesinger , former Secretary of Energy and 
Secretary of Defense, John Foster , Director Emeritus of La wrence Livermore 
National Laboratory, Keith Payne , CEO and President, National Institute for Public 
Policy, Fred Ikle , former Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, James 
Woolsey , former Director, Central Intelligence Agency, and Bruce Tarter , form er 
Director, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory  
“The moment appears ripe for a renewal of arms control with Russia, and this bodes 
well for a continued reduction in the nuclear arsenal. The United States and Russia 
should pursue a step-by-step approach and take a modest first step to ensure that there 
is a successor to START I when it expires at the end of 2009.”  
The Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States” interim 
report, May 2009  
http://www.usip.org/strategic_posture/final.html 
 
Spencer P. Boyer  
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Charles D. Ferguson  
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“The Task Force supports efforts to renew legally binding arms control pacts with 
Russia by seeking follow-on agreements to START and the 2002 Strategic Offensive 
Reductions Treaty (SORT). The report also urges the United States and Russia to 
initiate a serious strategic dialogue, because it is only through such engagement that 
they can open up opportunities for deeper reductions in their arsenals and gain a better 
sense of the feasibility of moving toward multilateral nuclear arms control.” 
Council on Foreign Relations report: “U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy,” William J. Perry 
and Brent Scowcroft, Chairs, Charles D. Ferguson, Project Director, April 2009 
http://www.cfr.org/publication/19226/ 
 
Howard Baker , US Senator (R-TN) 1967-85 
Samuel Berger , National Security Advisor 1997-2001 
Harold Brown , Secretary of Defense 1977-81 
Frank Carlucci , Secretary of Defense 1987-89 
James F. Collins , US Ambassador to Russia 1997-2001 
John C. Danforth , US Senator (R-MO) 1977-95 
Kenneth M. Duberstein , White House Chief of Staff 1988-89 
Susan Eisenhower , President, Eisenhower Group, Inc. 
Slade Gorton , US Senator (R-WA) 1981-87, 1989-2001 
Lee Hamilton , US Congressman (D-IN) 1965-99, PSA Co-Chair 
Gary Hart , US Senator (D-CO) 1975-87 
Arthur Hartman , Ambassador to Soviet Union 1981-87 
Rita E. Hauser , Chair, International Peace Institute 
Carla Hills , US Trade Representative 1989-93 
E. Neville Isdell , Chairman, US-Russia Business Council 
Nancy Kassebaum Baker , US Senator (R-KS) 1978-97 
Thomas Kean , Governor, New Jersey 1982-90 
Donald M. Kendall , former Chairman and CEO, Pepsico 
John Lehman , Secretary of the Navy 1981-87 
Richar d Leone , President, The Century Foundation 
Jack Matlock , Ambassador to Soviet Union 1987-91 
Robert McFarlane , National Security Advisor 1983-85 
Donald McHenry , Ambassador to UN 1979-81 
Robert S. McNamara , Secretary of Defense 1961-68 
Sam Nunn , US Senator (D-GA) 1972-96 
William Perry , Secretary of Defense 1994-97 
Thomas Pickering , Undersecretary of State 1997-2000 
Warren Rudman , US Senator (R-NH) 1980-92, PSA Co-Chair 
Alan Simpson , US Senator (R-WY) 1979-97 
Theodore Sorensen , White House Special Counsel 1961-63 
James Symington , US Congressman (D-MO) 1969-77 
Edward Verona , President, US-Russia Business Council 
John Whitehead , Deputy Secretary of State 1985-88 
Timothy E. Wirth , US Senator (D-CO) 1987-93 
Frank Wisner , Undersecretary of State 1992-93  



“We, the undersigned, agree that to repair the U.S.-Russia relationship, both sides must 
take steps to restore mutual confidence and trust. The Obama Administration can begin 
by . . . Advancing the US-Russia dialogue on arms control and non-proliferation, and 
working to extend or replace the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which could 
be followed by another stage of verified nuclear disarmament.” 
Partnership for a Strong America, "U.S. and Russia: A Window of Opportunity," 
February 26, 2009 
http://www.psaonline.org/article.php?id=476 
 
Panel that included Republicans such as former Senator Jim Talent  (R-MO) and 
now distinguished fellow at Heritage Foundation, Robin Cleveland , formerly 
Associate Direct or at the White House Office of Management and Budget and in a 
variety of key positions with Senator Mitch McConnell, Stephen G. Rademaker , 
former Assistant Secretary of State under President George W. Bush  
“The Commission believes it imperative that we continue to reduce the size of the U.S. 
and Russian nuclear stockpiles in a structured and transparent manner. Consequently, 
we believe that the next administration should engage with Russia at the earliest 
possible date to negotiate additional reductions in both countries’ strategic stockpiles 
and to agree on transparency measures that can be in place by the end of 2009, when 
START expires. Such an agreement would send an important signal to the rest of the 
world regarding U.S. and Russian commitments to negotiate in good faith on effective 
measures relating to nuclear disarmament. Setting additional benchmarks for further 
reductions would serve as a natural reinforcement to continue this important strategic 
partnership in fighting terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.” 
Bob Graham, Jim Talent, “World at Risk,” The Commission on WMD Proliferation and 
Terrorism, December 2008, http://www.clipsandcomment.com/2008/12/02/full-text-
commission-on-the-prevention-of-wmd-proliferation-and-terrorism-world-at-risk/  
 
J.D. Crouch , Former Deputy National Security Adviser and Assistant Secretary for 
International Security Policy 
"And so…I think a lot…can be accomplished in terms of reducing mutually our arsenals, 
frankly in terms of our stockpile, reducing unilaterally our stockpile. We have way too 
many weapons in the stockpile.  All these things can be done as well as the very 
important set of steps that were outlined in the Gang of Four….Op-eds that frankly 
aren’t connected to abolition in any way…” 
http://www.csis.org/component/option,com_csis_events/task,view/id,2007/ 
 
Former Secretary of State James B aker 
“Separately, James A. Baker III, who was secretary of state when the Berlin Wall fell, 
was in Moscow for a conference on the politics of Caspian Sea oil and natural gas 
riches that both Russia and the West are maneuvering to obtain access to. Mr. Baker 
called the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons laudable but said Russian-American 
relations could be more immediately revived with the measure of resuming talks on 
prolonging the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or Start I, which expires in 
December.” 



New York Times, March 20, 2009 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/20/world/europe/20russia.html?_r=1 
 
Former co -chairmen of the 9/11 Commission Thomas H. Kean (R) and Lee H. 
Hamilton (D)  
“More nuclear-armed states means more risks to peace and stability…We can help by 
making deeper nuclear arms reductions, ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
and fulfilling the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty -- steps that would have a powerful, 
positive effect.” 
Thomas H. Kean, Lee H. Hamilton, Nov 9, 2008, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2008/11/06/AR2008110602996.html  
  
Retired Ambassadors Max M. Kampelman and Thomas Gra ham Jr. and  
“The road from the world of today, with thousands of nuclear weapons in national 
arsenals to a world free of this threat, will not be an easy one to take, but it is clear U.S. 
leadership is essential to the journey and there is growing worldwide support for that 
civilized call for zero.” 
Thomas Graham Jr., Max M. Kampelman, April 2, 2008, 
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/apr/02/commentary-restoring-us-nuclear-
free-leadership/  
 
Reps. Daniel E. Lungren  (R-CA) and James McGovern  (D-MA)  
“(1) the President should continue both negotiations with other countries and unilateral 
initiatives to achieve further reductions in nuclear arms to minimum levels; 
(2) the President should agree to the verifiable reduction of deployed nuclear weapons 
of both the United States and the Russian Federation to equal levels of 1,000, and a 
total nuclear inventory of not more than 3,000, by the year 2015.” 
James McGovern, Daniel E. Lungren, “House Resolution 1045,” March 13, 2008, 
www.govtrack.us/congress/bill.xpd?bill=hr110-1045  
 
Former Rep. Mickey Edwards (R -OK) 
“Unlike George W. Bush, Reagan did not "look into the eyes" of Mikhail Gorbachev. He 
looked at the nuclear weapons arsenals in both America and the Soviet Union and 
dedicated much of his presidency to ridding the world of the nuclear menace, 
hammering out arms reduction agreements.” 
Mickey Edwards, February 4, 2008, 
www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/feb/04/conservatism-astray/  
 
Senator Richard G. Lugar  (R-IN) 
“First, it is vital that the START Treaty with Russia be renewed. When the Senate gave 
its consent to ratification to the Moscow Treaty in 2002, it did so knowing that the United 
States could rely on START Treaty's verification regime. It provides important 
assurances to both sides. At the time, this committee was assured that extension of 
START was a very high priority. Unfortunately, little progress has been made, and the 
treaty will expire in 11 months. In other words, the conceptual underpinning of our 
strategic relationship with Russia depends upon something that is about to expire. Such 



an outcome will be seen as weakening the international nonproliferation regime.” 
Senator Richard G. Lugar question to Sec. of State-designate Hillary Clinton at her 
confirmation hearing, Jan. 13, 2009 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/13/us/politics/13text-clinton.html?pagewanted=all 
 
Stephen M. Younger , formerly led nuclear research and development at Los 
Alamos National Laboratory  
“Perhaps the most prudent course would be to show good faith by reducing existing 
nuclear stockpiles while developing rigorous verification technologies that would provide 
assurance against cheaters. A detailed plan could be established with goals and 
timelines, including off-ramps in case we cannot find adequate means of verification or if 
international tensions rise to unacceptable levels.” 
Stephen Younger OpEd, Wall Street Journal, January 10, 2009, 
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123154631955669739.html 
 
Gen. Eugene Habiger , USAF, (Ret.), former commander -in -chief of STRATCOM  
“While we have made some progress in the twenty years since the end of the Cold War, 
over 20,000 nuclear weapons remain in the possession of nine nations around the 
world.  While numbers like these brought comfort to some at an earlier time, in our post-
9/11 world they have the potential to bring grave danger to all.  Aggressive steps to 
reduce these weapons will help prevent them from falling into the hands of terrorists.   
While we have a long road ahead of us, I am cautiously optimistic that we can achieve 
this goal.  I have been encouraged by reports on the ongoing negotiations between the 
U.S. and Russia on the follow-on to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START).“  
‘A New Nuclear Battle Plan ‘The Hill, October 28, 2009 
 
Retired General Lance W. Lord , former commander of the Air Force Space 
Command in Colorado  
“As a first step, the U.S. and Russia need to extend the inspection and verification 
provisions of the START Treaty, which is due to expire at the end of 2009. But the truly 
innovative part will be to pursue the goal of a new nuclear strategy that isn't driven by 
the current numbers of nuclear weapons each side possesses. Instead, it should be 
driven by the best estimates on what constitutes adequate deterrence levels against a 
broad array of new threats, including possible actions by countries like Iran and North 
Korea.” 
Lance W. Lord OpEd, International Herald Tribune, January 9, 2009 
http://www.iht.com/articles/2009/01/09/opinion/edlord.php 
 
Report authors: John C. Browne , Los Alamos National Laboratory (retired), Clark 
Murdock  (formerly deputy director of the Air ForceÕs headquarters planning 
function , Francis Slakey , American Physical Society,  Benn Tannenbaum , 
American Association for the Advancement of Science, Jessica Yeats , Center  for 
Strategic and International Studies; Workshop Chairs: John Hamre  (formerly 
deputy secretary of defense  , J. Michael Cornwall , University of California, Los 
Angeles, Former Rep. James Leach , Franklin C. Miller , formely Special Assistant 



to President Ge orge W. Bush and as Senior Director for Defense Policy and Arms 
Control on the National Security Council staff    
“As part of a new strategic dialogue with Russia, the United States should reinvigorate 
nuclear arms talks with the Russians: first, to extend START-I (and its suite of 
verification measures), and then, to systematically account for total inventories of U.S.-
Russian nuclear weapons and achieve deeper reductions in U.S.-Russian and global 
nuclear stockpiles.” 
The American Association for the Advancement of Science, the American Physical 
Society and the Center for Strategic and International Studies,  “Nuclear Weapons in 
21st Century US National Security,” AAAS, APS, CSIS, December 1, 2008, 
http://www.csis.org/component/option,com_csis_pubs/task,view/id,5162/type,1/  
 
Ambassador Linton F. Brooks , Former Administrator, National Nuclear Security 
Administration, Department Of Energy  
“The most important are the recommendations associated with reinitiating the arms 
control process with Russia, because that's important in terms of both U.S. and Russian 
stability. But those recommendations are also pretty mainstream . . . The [Perry-
Scowcroft Council on Foreign Relations] report wisely argues that what is important is to 
move forward, and it acknowledges that the next [nuclear weapons] treaty will probably 
be modest. What's important is that we get back in the habit of working the arms control 
process.” 
Council on Foreign Relations interview with Amb. Linton Brooks, May 5, 2009 
http://www.cfr.org/publication/19298/iran_is_the_most_difficult_challenge_for_the_nonp
roliferation_regime.html?breadcrumb=%2Fregion%2F404%2Firan 
 
Peter Huessy  of the National Defense University Foundation  
“I believe there is no contradiction between seeking lower levels of nuclear weapons 
and maintaining a deterrent second to none.” 
Peter R. Huessy OpEd for OpinionEditorials.com, “Nukes For Peace: Nuclear Terrorism 
And The State Of Us Deterrent Policy,”January 29, 2009, huessey oped.doc 
 
Former Utah Se nator Jake Garn (R)  
“Strong citizen and congressional support will be needed for the new president to take 
steps toward nuclear arms reduction. President-elect Obama will need to reach out to 
Russia to negotiate the reduction in the nuclear arsenals of both countries. Then we can 
realistically invite all relevant nations to craft a lasting treaty for the abolition of nuclear 
arms. This would be a giant step toward true global as well as U.S. security.” 
Former Sen. Jake Garn and John W. Bennion, OpEd for Salt Lake Tribune, "Abolishing 
nuclear arms would enhance global security," November 28, 2009,  
http://www.sltrib.com/opinion/ci_11096117 

 
 
 
 
 



VIII. Major Public Support for Obama Nuclear Policies;  
Question s Remain  

Greenberg Quinlan Rosner/Democracy Corps poll - May 10 - 12, 2009 
 

 
Nuclear Weapons Strategy.  On April 5, in a major speech in Prague, President 
Obama outlined a new nuclear weapons policy and strategy for combating nuclear 
proliferation, as part of a broader objective of moving toward “a world without nuclear 
weapons.” Voters strongly back this initiative as well, with 58 percent of likely 
voters saying they approve of ObamaÕs job performance on ÒAmericaÕs policies 
on nuclear weapons,Ó and a n even higher 68 percent supporting the new Obama 
nuclear policy once it is described in the survey.  
 
Yet voters have real reservations about the presidentÕs over -arching goal of Òa 
world  without nuclear weapons,Ó  and the survey suggests that Obama actually 
depresses public support for his policy somewhat by invoking that idealistic goal. A 
strong 63 to 32 percent majority of likely voters say that Òeliminating all nuclear 
weapons in the world is not realistic or good for AmericaÕs securityÓ  (rejecting the 
alternative statement, “it should be America’s goal to eliminate all nuclear weapons in 
the world”). Most of those who doubt this goal do so strongly (43 out of the 63 percent). 
Opposition to the president’s long-term vision crosses party lines, with even a 59 to 39 
percent majority of Democrats objecting to this goal. 
 
A controlled experiment suggests that invoking the Òzero optionÓ actually 
undermines  support for the presidentÕs strategy Ð even among his own 
supporters . A 66 percent majority supports the president’s nuclear policy when it is 
described as pursuing “the goal of a world without nuclear weapons;” but an even 
stronger 71 percent backs the policy when that phrase is omitted. Interestingly, support 
drops among both Democrats and Republicans when the “world without nuclear 
weapons” goal is invoked (although support from independents rises). In 2008 swing 
states, the net approval margin for the policy is 21 points higher when framed without 
the call for “a world without nuclear weapons.” Thus, the “zero option” emphasis garners 
no extra net support, while – as the survey reveals – it provides fodder for relatively 
potent Republican attacks. 
 
The survey suggests that Obama may generate much stronger support with the 
kind of messages he used on this is sue during the presidential campaign, when 
he said his goal was, Òto keep nuclear weapons and nuclear materials away from 
terrorists.Ó  Voters sees such a possibility as the number one threat facing America at 
this point – and that priority is shared by Democrats, Republicans and independents – 
while opinion formers and younger voters see a related dynamic as the biggest threat, 
the nuclear weapons programs in states like North Korea and Iran. 
 
From the covering analysis: 
http://www.gqrr.com/articles/2353/5307_Closing%20the%20Historic%20National%20Security%20Gap.pdf 
 



Responses to specific questions: 
 

Democracy Corps 
Frequency Questionnaire 
May 10-12, 2009 
1000 2008 Voters  
852 Likely 2010 Voters (861 Unweighted)  
148 Drop -Off Voters (139 Unweighted)  
http://www.gqrr.com/articles/2353/5306_dcor051209fq6_web.pdf 
 
[500 Responden ts]  
66 (SPLIT SAMPLE B)  
35%   It should be America's goal to eliminate all nuclear weapons in the world 
OR 
60%   Eliminating all nuclear weapons in the world is not realistic or good for America's  

security.  
 
[500 Respondents]  
Q.78 (SPLIT SAMPLE A) While in Europe, President Obama announced that the U.S. 
would pursue the goal of a world without nuclear weapons, including new negotiations 
with Russia to reduce both countries' nuclear arsenals, a global ban on nuclear testing, 
and new efforts to stem the proliferation of nuclear materials and weapons. Based on 
what you know, do you support or oppose these policies? 
66% support 
24% oppose 
 
[500 Respondents]  
Q.79 (SPLIT SAMPLE B) While in Europe, President Obama announced that the U.S. 
would pursue new negotiations with Russia to reduce both countries' nuclear arsenals, 
a global ban on nuclear testing, and new efforts to stem the proliferation of nuclear 
materials and weapons. Based on what you know, do you support or oppose these 
policies? 
70% support 
15% oppose 
 
Q.80 Now I'm going to read you some criticisms some people might make about 
President Obama. For each criticism, please tell me whether this raises very serious 
doubts, serious doubts, minor doubts, or no real doubt in your own mind about 
President Obama and his national security policies. 
 
[500 Respondents]  
85 (SPLIT SAMPLE B) Obama is naive about nuclear weapons. He says his goal is a  
World without nuclear weapons, and he is planning to make deep cuts in our nuclear 
weapons arsenal, even though we have no real way of verifying whether other countries 
are cutting their arsenals 



49% serious doubts 
46% not serious doubts 
 
 
Greenberg Quinlan Rosner/Democracy Corps poll 
May 10 - 12, 2009 
http://www.gqrr.com/index.php?ID=2353 
 
Methodology: This analysis is based on a national survey of 1,000 2008 voters including 
160 interviewed on cell phones (121 unweighted) and 852 likely 2010 voters (861 
unweighted) conducted for Democracy Corps by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner, May 10-
12, 2009. Margin of error is 3.1 percent among 2008 voters and 3.3 among percent 
likely 2010 voters. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



IX. Messaging on Nuclear Issues  
 

 
Talking about Nuclear Weapons with the Persuadable Middle  

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
The recommendations in this report are designed to help advocates avoid making the 
debate around nuclear weapons about us vs. the “scary other” – because that promotes 
irrational fear and encourages people to embrace a default frame in which we need to 
hold on to all of the weapons available to us, consider preventive strikes against bad 
countries that might get nuclear weapons, etc.  
 
The following is a list of key recommendations for advocates. More information on each 
of these recommendations – including some sample language – can be found in the 
report that follows:  
 
►Peace and security advocates should work to help the public think about nuclear 
weapons in a new way – Òre-frameÓ the issue to help people see that it is the 
existence of the weapons themse lves Ñ not who has them Ñ that poses the 
primary threat to global and national security. The fact that nuclear weapons are a 
source of risk Ð not the fact that they are morally wrong  – should be presented as 
the underlying reason why the issue of nuclear weapons matters.  
 
►Reducing risk should be underscored as the goal of peace and security 
advocates.  Reducing the number of—and eventually eliminating—nuclear weapons 
should be framed as a means to achieve this goal (a means to an end); and advocates 
should emphasize that there is a process by which we can reduce/eventually eliminate 
these weapons. USITW recommends stressing that reducing/eliminating nuclear 
weapons is “a” means to achieve this goal (and obviously one on which peace and 
security advocates focus) because it must be understood as part of a larger strategy to 
address the overarching challenge of reducing risk.  
 
►The Risk Reduction Frame is different from the Safety Frame. A Risk Reduction 
Frame points to a process by which we can enhance security. A Safety Frame points to 
security under threat and suggests an either/or state—we are either safe or unsafe. 
While both frames ultimately are ways of talking about enhancing our national security, 
if we start with a Safety frame (one that is often used successfully, in fact, by those who 



favor maintaining or enhancing our nuclear arsenal), the public will default to feeling 
unsafe, which can lead people to want to hold onto our “strongest/best” weapons. 
 
► ÒGetting to zeroÓ should not be presented as the primary focus of advocates ; 
the goal, again, is to reduce risks to global stability and national security. “Morality” 
arguments should not be key elements of advocates’ frame; for most of the public, 
these are losing arguments in this context because they seem to place principles over 
safety. And when talking about any reductions in nuclear weapons, it is essential to 
describe these actions as “mutual”—actions that the U.S. is taking in concert with other 
nations.  
 
►Advocates should be able to describe all of the shorter -term policy goals of the 
peace and security community  (reauthorization of Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty or 
a similar bi-lateral agreement between Russia and the US; the ratification of the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty; securing vulnerable fissile materials; a review of the 
Nuclear Posture Review which results in significantly reducing the role of nuclear 
weapons; a considerably strengthened global nonproliferation regime; and direct talks 
and negotiations with Iran and North Korea) as steps to reaching the overarching 
goal of reducing the risk posed by nuclear weapons.  
 
►When introducing the Risk Reduction Frame, advocates should be focused on the 
risk posed by nuclear weapons – not just the risk of vulnerable fissile materials (i.e., 
nuclear terrorism). The risk posed by the weapons should be the frame under which to 
advance all nonproliferation policies. Using nuclear terrorism as our starting point, 
as the umbrella under which to discuss all nonproliferation policy issues, may 
increase the willingness of politicians to turn their attention to nuclear weapons 
policies in  the short term. But when politicians and other opinion leaders evoke 
serious national security threats like nuclear terrorism, the public starts seeing 
the entire world as a scary place, full of enemies whose behavior cannot be 
modified or controlled in a ny way except through crushing them Ð a worldview 
that does not favor advocatesÕ ultimate goal of eliminating nuclear weapons.  
 
►Public skepticism about verification has the potential to cost us support even from 
those who, in principal, are our supporters; advocates should therefore be relatively 
proactive in addressing verification. However, in an attempt to avoid feeding into an “us 
vs. them” mentality, the conversation should frame verification as being part of a 
global effort to counter a global threa t, not as a matter of preventing ÒbadÓ 
countries from Òcheating.Ó  
 
►In order to effectively reach the public with these messages, advocates must also 
understand the publicÕs perception of peace and security advocates and their 
agendas  (pushing a particular ideology, promoting pacifism, etc.) and the role that 
validators a nd outside messengers can play.  
 
Understanding how the public thinks about nuclear weapons and those who advocate 
nuclear disarmament, and figuring out what that implies for effective communications, 



are critical tasks if we are to help create the political space that President Obama – and 
other world leaders —need to achieve the objective outlined by the UN Security 
Council, and ensure that our grandchildren and great grandchildren do not have to 
continue fighting an uphill battle to reduce, and eventually eliminate, nuclear weapons. 
 
Complete report available at:  http://www.connectusfund.org/resources/talking-about-
nuclear-weapons-persuadable-middle-new-report-us-world 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



X. Editorial Comments On Nuclear Arms Reductions  
 

Boston Globe  
President Obama made a good start yesterday in Moscow on his effort to "reset" US-
Russian relations, announcing a "joint understanding" on reductions of strategic nuclear 
weapons and delivery systems after talks with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev. 
Although the details need to be thrashed out, the outlined extension of the 1991 
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty that expires on Dec. 5 suggests both sides are ready 
for fruitful give-and-take. Both want to prevent a new nuclear arms race, and both have 
better things to spend their money on. 
July 7, 2009 
 
Buffalo News  
Thus the welcome news the other day that U. S. President Obama and Russian 
President Dmitry Medvedev have agreed to cut their nuclear stockpiles by as much as a 
third as they continue to talk about both U. S. missile defense plans and a reduction in 
the limits on missiles and bombers...Considering how many people could be killed by 
each of those warheads, even the lowered number would still be many times more 
firepower than either nation needs to remain a force to be reckoned with—certainly not 
a country to be picked on by its neighbors and rivals. 
July 12, 2009 
 
Christian Science Monitor  
“In their first face-to-face meeting this week, President Obama and his Russian 
counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev, agreed that the two countries should get back to nuclear 
arms control…it's hard to imagine a better way to "reset" this troubled relationship than 
to hit the weapons-negotiation button.” 
“…the act of Russia and the US negotiating nuclear arms reductions sets a positive 
example for nuclear-ambitious countries such as Iran and North Korea...” 
“The world also shudders at the thought of freelance terrorists getting their hands on 
nuclear weapons. With arms control, fewer nukes mean fewer possibilities of wayward 
nukes.” 
April 2, 2009 
 
Cleveland Plain Dealer  
“Make no mistake: It's stupendous news that President Obama wants to get America 
out of the nuclear-war-promoting business and back into the nuclear-arms limitation 
business. Particularly welcome was his announcement in Prague on Sunday that 
nuclear weapons no longer would hold the central place in U.S. national security 
strategy to which the George W. Bush administration promoted them. By also 
supporting a worldwide ban on nuclear weapons tests and agreeing to resume strategic 
arms limitation talks with the Russians, the president signaled his understanding that 
U.S. actions do matter in global nonproliferation. “ 
April 7, 2009 
 



Des Moines Register  
“What Sunday's launch does underscore is the need to shrink the world's arsenal of 
nuclear weapons - which Obama advocated in a speech last weekend. The United 
States should lead that charge by example. Obama has pledged to cut this country's 
nuclear warheads. In a meeting with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, the two 
leaders committed to further slashing each country's stockpiles.” 
April 8, 2009 
 
Los Angeles Times  
At the first U.S.-Russian summit in seven years, President Obama and Russian 
President Dmitry Medvedev agreed to agree. This is a far greater accomplishment than 
it might seem, given the sorry state of bilateral relations that the two leaders inherited 
and the high costs of discord. The presidents established a framework for reducing their 
nuclear arsenals and signed an agreement giving the U.S. rights to fly military supplies 
across Russia to Afghanistan. More broadly, they chose to focus on areas of common 
interest rather than on the serious issues that divide the two countries. And while 
goodwill is not sufficient for resolving bilateral problems, it is an essential ingredient. 
July 7, 2009 
 
New York Times  
“During the 2008 campaign, President Obama promised to deal with one of the world’s 
great scourges — thousands of nuclear weapons still in the American and Russian 
arsenals. He said he would resume arms-control negotiations — the sort that former 
President George W. Bush disdained — and seek deep cuts in pursuit of an eventual 
nuclear-free world. There is no time to waste.” 
 
“Two decades after the fall of the Berlin Wall, Russia and the United States together still 
have more than 20,000 nuclear weapons. It is time to focus on the 21st-century threats: 
states like Iran building nuclear weapons and terrorists plotting to acquire their own. 
Until this country convincingly redraws its own nuclear strategy and reduces its arsenal, 
it will not have the credibility and political weight to confront those threats.” 
March 25, 2009 
 
New York Times  
We are especially eager to see them make progress on reducing their nuclear arsenals 
— Mr. Bush disdained arms-control negotiations and treaties. Two decades after the fall 
of Communism, the two countries — astonishingly and frighteningly — still have more 
than 20,000 nuclear weapons. 
July 3, 2009 
 
Newton (Iowa) Daily News  
“Obama also said he will negotiate a new Strategic Arms Reduction treaty with the 
Russians. No one can say what that treaty might contain, but even the fact that we are 
talking with the Russians about arms reductions is good.” 
April 14, 2009 



The Post and Courier (South Carolina)  
President Obama made positive gains and avoided damaging concessions in his two-
day visit to Russia. It was, on balance, a successful trip. The gains were topped by an 
agreement to keep bilateral strategic arms limits alive past the end of the year and by 
obtaining Russian permission for U.S. aircraft to cross Russian air space to ferry 
support to our forces in Afghanistan. 
July 10, 2009 
 
Salt Lake Tribune  
“The United States can hardly lecture others to give up their nuclear weapons ambitions 
when it keeps an arsenal of some 2,200 warheads on alert status and thousands more 
in storage. Yet the National Academy of Sciences concluded in 1997 that the United 
States and Russia could maintain credible deterrence with about 300 warheads on each 
side…But keeping nuclear weapons out of the hands of terrorists is a simpler question. 
That risk can be reduced if arsenals are cut, nuclear materials are carefully controlled 
and more nations are induced to cooperate in that effort.” 
April 9, 2009 
 
Seattle Times  
Progress on reducing strategic nuclear arms is big news out of the Russian-American 
summit conference, but overshadowed side agreements are true windows on improving 
relations. Russian and U.S. negotiators met through the spring to produce what is 
essentially a statement of intent on nuclear weapons. President Obama and President 
Dmitry Medvedev agreed to further talks aimed at limiting each other’s arsenal of 
warheads to 1,675, down from a ceiling of 2,200, set to take effect in 2012. Missiles to 
deliver them would be cut to 1,100 from the 1,600 currently permissible. 
July 10, 2009 
 
USA Today  
“Aside from the obvious reasons for whittling down the world's biggest nuclear arsenals, 
the two nations need each other's help. Russia, less adept than the U.S. at refreshing 
its weapons, risks falling behind numerically if it can't negotiate a reduction. Obama 
needs Russia's help to contain Iran and North Korea. Both would benefit from cost 
savings and reduced risk of a weapon falling into terrorist hands.” 
“Zero might not be a realistic goal today, but getting as close as prudently possible 
makes all the sense in the world.” 
April 14, 2009 
 
USA Today  
Whatever combination of fear and overcompensation drove such excess, at least the 
world's most powerful nuclear nations are taking steps in the right direction...For now, 
though, the latest agreement leaves the U.S. with more than enough firepower to play 
offense, play defense, and make the rubble bounce several times over. 
July 9, 2009 
 



Washington Time s 
Planned reductions in nuclear stockpiles, as delineated in the July 6 Joint 
Understanding for the START Follow-On Treaty, make sense for both countries, but the 
most dramatic drawdowns in warheads and delivery systems already took place in the 
wake of the collapse of the Soviet Union. What is left is merely fine-tuning. The critical 
nuclear issue is not the size but the composition of our stockpiles. 
July 9, 2009 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



XI. From the Other Side:  Voices Skeptical of Further Reductions (with 
web links)  

 
 

John Bolton , “Arms Control's Dangerous Allure,” Washington Times (February 27, 
2009) 
 
John Bolton , “A Fast Way to Lose the Arms Race,” New York Times (May 26, 2009) 
 
John Bolton , "Deal Weakens U.S. Posture," USA Today (July 9, 2009) 
 
Douglas Feith and Abram Shulsky , "Why Revive the Cold War?" Wall Street Journal 
(August 3, 2009) 
 
Frank Gaffney , "Opposing View: The Cold War Is Over," USA Today (April 14, 2009) 
 
Sen. Jon Kyl , "Memo to the Senate National Security Working Group on START," 
(October 8, 2009) 
 
Sen. Jon Kyl , "Senate Floor Speech on START," (October 19, 2009) 
 
Sen. Jon Kyl, ÒSenate Floor Speech on START,” (November 21, 2009) 
 
The New Deterrent Working Group , U.S. Nuclear Deterrence in the 21st Century: 
Getting It Right, (July 2009) 
 
The Oklahoman , "Mismatch: Nuclear Agreement Shorts U.S. Defenses," (July 12, 
2009) 
 
Keith Payne , "Arms Control Amnesia," Wall Street Journal (July 8, 2009) 
 
David Smith , "Faulty Reset on START," Defense News (August 3, 2009) 
 
Baker Spring (Heritage Foundation) , “Concerns on Proposed Reduction of U.S. 
Nuclear Stockpile to 1,000 Weapons,” (February 5, 2009) 
 
Baker Spring (Heritage Foundation) , "A Flawed Approach to Arms Control: START 
Negotiations Will Not Serve U.S. Interests," (October 13, 2009) 
 
Marc A. Thiessen , “The Arms Control Dinosaurs Are Back,” Wall Street Journal (May 
19, 2009) 
 
US Senate Republican Policy Committee , "Do Time Extension Instead of a Bad 
Treaty: START Follow-on Dos & Don’ts," (September 30, 2009) 
 



Wall Street Journal , "To Russia With Love; Degrading the U.S. Nuclear Arsenal," (April 
4, 2009) 
 
Wall Street Journal , "A Troubling START," (July 9, 2009) 

=================== 
 

(For links to all these statements, please go to: 
http://www.armscontrolcenter.org/resources/start_resources/) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



XII. Rebuttals to Arguments Against ÒNew STARTÓ  
 
 

“The moment appears ripe for a renewal of arms control with Russia, and this 
bodes well for a continued reduction in the nuclear arsenal. The United States 
and Russia should pursue a step-by-step approach and take a modest first step 
to ensure that there is a successor to START I when it expires at the end of 
2009.” 
Final report of the bipartisan Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture 
of the United States, May 6, 2009  

 
 

The United States and Russia  should simply extend START I.  
Response: Neither the United States nor Russia want to extend START for the full five 
years as allowed by the Treaty.  Both countries find many of the Treaty’s provisions 
cumbersome and obsolete and want to update and amend them accordingly.  Many of 
the same voices now arguing for a simple extension had no qualms with the Bush 
administration’s decision not to seek an extension of START I in 2007 and 2008.   
 
It is premature to begin negotiations with Russia until the Nuclear Posture Review  
(NPR) is  completed.   The U.S. must fi rst develop a strategy to identify the military 
and political requirements that the U.S. nuclear force must fulfill  before any treaty 
mandating reductions is signed . 
Response:  First, the George W. Bush administration selected the number of 1,700-
2,200 operationally deployed weapons for the Moscow Treaty before the 2001 NPR was 
completed.  This number was announced in Moscow in early November 2001, whereas 
the NPR was not completed until the end of December 2001.  Second, even the Senate 
Republican Policy Committee memo on New START conceded that the Pentagon is 
satisfied that the NPR has sufficiently informed the negotiations.  In testimony to the 
Senate Armed Services Committee on July 9, Marine General James Cartwright, Vice 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said: “We prioritized in the Nuclear Posture 
Review . . . the activities and the analysis that would be necessary to support the 
timelines associated with the START negotiations or the follow-on START negotiations. 
. . . I’m very comfortable that we prioritized that analysis at the front end in order to 
support these negotiations.”  The expiration of START I in December 2009 and the 
close link between the New START negotiations and the NPR process mean that it is 
both necessary and prudent to try and negotiate a new Treaty by the end of the year 
without waiting for a fully completed NPR. 
 
Mutual reductions in U.S. and Russian arsenal would disproportionately benefit 
Russia, since the deployed number of Russian delivery vehicles (missiles and 
bombers ) will drop dramatically with or without a new arms control agreement . 
Response: First, it is not necessarily the case that Russia will reduce its nuclear forces 
without a new arms control agreement.  Nor is it true that Russia needs or wants a new 
arms control agreement far more than the U.S. does.  Without limits on the size 
of U.S. and Russian nuclear forces, Russia would have less confidence in its ability to 



maintain a stable strategic nuclear relationship with the United States.  This could give 
the upper-hand to hardliners in Moscow who want to slow or even halt plans to reduce 
the number of deployed warheads and delivery vehicles and invest in additional 
strategic modernization programs.   
 
Second, the Strategic Posture Commission found that “the sizing of U.S. forces remains 
overwhelmingly driven by Russia.”  If the Russians are reducing nuclear weapons, it is 
appropriate for the U.S. to do so. 
 
Third, the fact the some Russian reductions might happen in any event is beside the 
point.) If START I is allowed to expire as scheduled on December 5 with nothing to 
replace it, so too would the limits on and the means of verifying the two countries’ still 
enormous nuclear stockpiles and delivery systems.  These limits and verification 
provisions greatly enhance U.S. security by (1) bringing predictability and stability to 
U.S.-Russian nuclear relations, (2) giving each side confidence than neither side is 
attempting to retain a significant strategic advantage, and (3) reducing the chances for 
misunderstanding and worst-case scenario planning.  Though the Cold War ended two 
decades ago, the risks of an accidental or mistaken U.S.-Russian nuclear exchange still 
exist.  A new arms control treaty will reduce this risk. 
 
The United States should not agree to furthe r cuts in its nuclear arsenal so long 
as Russia  does not agree  to reduce its stockpile of non -strategic (tactical) nuclear 
forces.  
Response: New START will not impose limits on non-strategic warheads.  As levels of 
strategic nuclear weapons decline, Russia’s larger tactical arsenal could develop into a 
security (or more likely political) concern for the United States (just as U.S. conventional 
superiority is of concern for Russia).  However, the Bush administration did not include 
tactical nuclear weapons in its 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) with 
Russia.  While experts agree that these weapons present difficult challenges, there is 
not sufficient time in 2009 to reach an agreement on nonstrategic forces.  The best way 
to address tactical nuclear weapons is to conclude the New START agreement as soon 
as possible, which will build the confidence and momentum necessary to deal with this 
issue in the next round of negotiations.  Leaving tactical weapons off the table at this 
time would not endanger U.S. security because (1) the first round of U.S.-Russian 
reductions will entail only modest cuts in U.S. and Russian deployed strategic forces 
and (2) Russia’s large non-strategic nuclear stockpile does not increase the threat 
posed by its existing strategic weapons. 
 
The United States should not agree to further cuts in its nuclear arsenal so long 
as Russia insists on linking reductions in offensive strategic forces with missile 
defense.  
Response: Russia is concerned about U.S. missile defense plans, which is why the two 
sides have noted an “interrelationship of strategic offensive and strategic defensive 
arms.” Yet it is also clear that the Obama administration intends to keep missile defense 
on a separate track from reductions in strategic offensive arms.  In fact, Obama and 
Medvedev have stated that New START will deal only with strategic offensive arms.  



The offense-defense link might be noted in the preamble of the new treaty, but the text 
of New START will not contain any formal or legal limitations on missile defenses. The 
administration’s recent decision to pursue a more flexible ground and sea-based 
approach for U.S. missile defense in Europe was based on a prudent evaluation of new 
threat assessments and technology and developments, not Russian demands.  As the 
Republican Policy Committee report pointed out, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates 
has affirmed that “Russia’s attitude and possible reaction played no part in my 
recommendation to the president on this issue.” 
 
The United States should not agree to further cuts in its nuclear arsenal so long 
as Russia insists on linking reductions in offensive strategic forces with U.S. 
advanced conventional weapons systems.  
Response: The previous administration proposed putting conventional warheads on 
long-range land- and sea-based ballistic missiles (also known as prompt global strike).  
Congress has so far refused to fund the Conventional Trident Modification program, 
which would have substituted conventional payloads for the nuclear warheads on only 
two missiles aboard each of the nation’s 12 deployed nuclear ballistic missile 
submarines (two are in overhaul at any given time).  Meanwhile, the Pentagon has 
proposed to deploy a very small number of conventionally-armed land-based missiles 
by 2015.  It remains to be seen what the Obama administration’s plans are for a prompt 
global strike capability.  The easiest way to address this issue in New START would be 
to count long-range missiles whether they carry nuclear or conventional warheads.  If it 
ever decides to do so, a warhead limit of 1,500-1,675 and a delivery vehicle limit of 700-
800 would still allow the U.S. to deploy a small number of conventionally armed 
submarine- and/or land-based long-range missiles.     
 
RussiaÕs development of the multiple -warhead RS -24 violates START I.  
Response: Russia has developed and tested a new, multiple-warhead version of the 
single warhead SS-27 (known as the RS-24). However, START I prohibits deployment 
of the RS-24 because it does not conform to the Treaty’s definition of a new type of 
missile. Since START I limits the SS-27 to a single warhead, a multiple-warhead version 
would violate the Treaty.  Russia plans to begin deploying the missile in December 2009 
to coincide with the expiration of START I.   
 
First, provided that Russia does not deploy the RS-24 while START I is still in force, it is 
not a violation.  In any event, New START is likely to allow for the deployment of the 
new missile.  Second, the Bush administration did not make an issue out of Russia’s 
development of the RS-24.  This was in keeping with the conclusions of the 2001 
Nuclear Posture Review, which declared that it was no longer appropriate to size and 
configure U.S. nuclear forces in relation to the Russian arsenal.  As former Bush 
administration official Ambassador Linton Brooks noted recently, “The fact that the 
Secretary of Defense in the last administration said both publically and privately that we 
didn’t care [about the RS-24] may have suggested to them [the Russians] that it was 
ok….We had a long time…to call them on that and we as a government chose not to.”   
 
Russia has also committed numerous other violations of START I .   



Response: Critics are pointing to a 2005 report known as the Adherence to and 
Compliance With Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and 
Commitments as evidence that Russia is cheating.  According to the report, “a 
significant number of longstanding compliance issues that have been raised in the 
START Treaty's Joint Compliance and Inspection Commission (JCIC) remain 
unresolved.” 
 
While Congress is supposed to receive a compliance report every year, the Bush 
administration completed only two from 2001-2009, the first in June 2003 and the 
second in August 2005.  The 2005 report contained far more detail about Russian 
implementation of START I than previous reports claiming, among other things, that 
Russia was not allowing the U.S. to effectively monitor and verify some Russian 
warheads and missiles.  Yet Russia has also raised unresolved issues pertaining to its 
inability to verify the number of warheads on U.S. Trident II missiles.  Compliance 
concerns on both sides have existed for some time, which is precisely why the JCIC 
exists.   
 
In a Senate floor speech delivered on November 5, Sen. Richard Lugar (R-IN) stated 
that concerns about Russian cheating have been greatly overblown.  According to 
Lugar, “such concerns fail to appreciate how much information is provided through the 
exchange of data mandated by the Treaty, on-site inspections, and national technical 
means.  “Our experiences over many years have proven the effectiveness of the 
Treaty’s verification provisions and served to build a basis for confidence between the 
two countries when doubts arose.  The bottom line is that the United States is far safer 
as a result of those 600 START inspections than we would be without them.” 
 
The closure of the Votkinsk Portal Monitoring Facility will compromise our ability 
to monitor Russian mobile missile deployments.  
Response: Votkinsk is where Russia produces its Topol-M (SS-27) and Bulava (SS-26) 
missiles.  In November 2008 the Bush administration presented the Russians with a 
proposal for a follow-on agreement to START I that did not include continuing 
monitoring at Votkinsk.  This concession tied the Obama administration’s hands in its 
negotiations with Russia on New START.  In any event, while New START will not 
include on-site monitoring at Votkinsk, it will include provisions that will continue to allow 
the U.S. to monitor Russian’s nuclear weapons deployments.    
 
The Obama administration has given next to no consideration of how to bridge 
the gap between the expiration of START I and entry into force of New START.  
Response: This claim is simply not true.  As numerous Obama administration officials 
have noted, the U.S. and Russia have been negotiating a bridging agreement in parallel 
to the new Treaty to cover the gap.  The Administration has not, however, divulged the 
details of a bridge agreement that is still being negotiated.  
 
The U.S. cannot trus t the Russians or verify what is done by the Russians . 
Response: It is ironic that some of the same Republican Senators who supported 
SORT, which contained no verification provisions, are now accusing the Obama 



administration of being weak on verification.  In praising SORT on the Senate floor in 
April 2003, Sen. Jon Kyl stated: This treaty is a masterstroke. It represents, and, I am 
sure, will be sent as ushering in a wholly new approach to arms control for a wholly new 
era. The simplicity of this treaty is a marvel. It is extremely brief, indeed just three pages 
long. It is shorn of the tortured benchmarks, sublimits, arcane definitions and 
monitoring provisions that weighed down past arms control treaties. 
 
The United States has long-established techniques for verifying Russian compliance 
with its treaty obligations.  New START is likely to include an updated system of 
procedures that draws upon the most important verification provisions in START I so 
that each side can continue to have confidence that it knows what the other is doing. 
 
The United States should not agree to further cuts in its nuclear arsenal unless a 
program is put in place to modernize the U.S. nuclear deterrent.  
Response: In a July 23 letter to President Obama, a bipartisan group of Senators which 
included Jon Kyl (R-AZ), John McCain (R-AZ), Richard Lugar (D-IN), Carl Levin (D-MI), 
John Kerry (D-MA), and Robert Byrd (D-WV) stated that when the START treaty is 
submitted to the Senate, the President should also submit a plan, including a funding 
estimate for FY2011 (and out years across the next decade), to enhance the safety, 
security and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile, to modernize the nuclear 
weapons complex (i.e. improve the safety of facilities, modernize the infrastructure, 
maintain the key capabilities and competencies of the nuclear weapons workforce — 
the designers and the technicians), and to maintain the delivery platforms.  This 
message was later codified in the FY2010 Conference Report on the National Defense 
Authorization Act. 
 
The Obama Administration has made it clear that it will act in accordance with the letter 
and bill when it releases the Nuclear Posture Review and presents its Fiscal Year 2011 
budget request, which will occur before any Senate vote on New START.  It’s important 
to note that there is no requirement in the letter or bill that the President must deliver a 
plan to design and build new nuclear weapons.  As a September 2009 independent 
report from the JASON scientific advisory group pointed out, “Lifetimes of today's 
nuclear warheads could be extended for decades, with no anticipated loss in 
confidence.” 
 
Reducing the size of the U.S. nuclear arsenal would encourage other countries to 
build nuclear weapons.   While the U.S. has retired thousands of n uclear weapons, 
Iran and North Korea develop, and Russia and China  continue to  upgrade, their 
nuclear forces.  
Response: The U.S. has been modernizing its nuclear forces by refurbishing both 
nuclear warheads and nuclear delivery vehicles.  The U.S. nuclear arsenal remains 
second to none. 
 
Reducing  U.S. and Russian nuclear stockpiles will not prevent North Korea or 
Iran from attempting to acquire nuclear weapons . 



Response: The Senate Republican Policy Committee claimed that U.S. nuclear 
numbers have zero effect on North Korea and Iran’s nuclear programs. Thus increasing 
or decreasing the U.S. stockpile or retaining the status quo will not convince either 
North Korea or Iran to refrain from developing nuclear weapons.  But, as already 
pointed out, there are plenty of reasons to reduce U.S. and Russian nuclear stockpiles. 
Moreover, as the bipartisan Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the 
United States pointed out, the U.S might not be able to marshal the international 
support it needs to safeguard and eliminate dangerous nuclear materials, universalize 
the Additional Protocol, which grants the IAEA far more intrusive rights of access to 
suspected nuclear-related information and sites, or put added pressure on North Korea 
and Iran if it takes steps to reduce the size of its nuclear arsenal. 
 
New START limits  should not be so low as to invite peer competition . 
Response: Even after a New START agreement, the U.S. will still have at least 1,500 
deployed strategic nuclear weapons (as will the Russians), plus many more in reserve.  
Other nuclear powers such as China have only 200-250 nuclear weapons, far from the 
U.S. total. 
 
The Senate should take its time on ratification.  
Response: Some Senators have pointed out that the Senate took many months or even 
more than a year to vote on treaty ratification and should take its time on New START 
approval. However taking more time does not necessarily mean more thorough 
consideration but rather fairly customary Senate delays.  With START I set to expire on 
December 5, 2009, it makes sense for both the U.S. and Russia to move expeditiously 
on the new agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



XIII. Previous Votes on SORT, CTBT, & START by Republican 
Senators Who Sit in 111th Congress  

Senator  State  Strategic Offensive 
Reductions Treaty 

(SORT)  
Approved 95 -0  
March 6, 2003  

Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty 

(CTBT)  
Rejected 48 -51  

October 13, 1999  

START  
Approved 

93-6  
October 1, 

1992  
Alexander, Lamar  Tennessee  Yea  X  X  
Bennett, Robert  Utah  Yea  Nay  X  
Bond, Christopher  Missouri  Yea  Nay  Yea  
Brownback, Sam  Kansas  Yea  Nay  X  
Bunning, Jim  Kentucky  Yea  Nay  X  
Chambliss, Saxby  Georgia  Yea  X  X  
Cochran, Thad  Mississippi  Yea  Nay  Yea  
Collins, Susan  Maine  Yea  Nay  X  
Cornyn, John  Texas  Yea  X  X  
Crapo, Mike  Idaho  Yea  Nay  X  
Ensign, John  Nevada  Yea  X  X  
Enzi, Michael  Wyoming  Yea  Nay  X  
Graham, Lindsey  S. Carolina  Yea  X  X  
Grassley, Chuck  Iowa  Yea  Nay  Yea  
Gregg, Judd  New Hamp. Yea  Nay  X  
Hatch, Orrin  Utah  Yea  Nay  Yea  
Hutchinson, K. B.  Texas  Yea  Nay  X  
Inhofe, James  Oklahoma  Yea  Nay  X  
Kyl, Jon  Arizona  Yea  Nay  X  
Lugar, Richard  Indiana  Yea  Nay  Yea  
McCain, John  Arizona  Yea  Nay  Yea  
Murkowski, Lisa  Alaska  Yea  X  X  
Roberts, Pat  Kansas  Yea  Nay  X  
Sessions, Jeff  Alabama  Yea  Nay  X  
Shelby, Richard  Alabama  Yea  Nay  Yea*  
Snowe, Olympia  Maine  Yea  Nay  X  
Specter, Arlen  Pennsylvania  Yea  Yea  Yea  
Voinovich, George  Ohio  Yea  Nay  X  

 
 

NOTES: X indicates senator was not a member of Congress at the time. * indicates senator was a 
Democrat at the time. 
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2007) 
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(November 2008) 
 
Daryl G. Kimball, reviewed by Douglas Shaw , “START I and Future Nuclear 
Weapons Reductions,” in 2009 National Security and Nonproliferation Briefing Book, p. 
17-20, Peace and Security Initiative (November 2008) 
 



Sergey Kislyak , interview in Arms Control Today (December 2008) 
New York Times , "U.S. and Russia to Consider Reductions of Nuclear Arsenals in 
Talks for New Treaty" (March 31, 2009) 
 
New York Times , "U.S. Seeks To Keep Watching Russia's Weapons," (October 20, 
2009) 
 
Pavel Podvig , "Formulating the Next U.S.-Russian Arms Control Agreement," Bulletin 
of the Atomic Scientists (December 18, 2008) 
 
Federation of American Scientists, Natural Resources Defense Council, and  
Union of Concerned Scientists , “Towards True Security: Ten Steps the Next 
President Should Take to Transform U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy” (February 2008) 
 
Global Security Newswire , “U.S. Could Seek Major Nuclear Weapons Cuts” (February 
4, 2009) 
 
Washington Post , "Broad U.S.-Russia Agreement in Works" (April 1, 2009) 
 
Washington Post , "Clinton urges support for U.S.-Russian arms-control treaty," 
(October 22, 2009) 
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XV. Administration Statements and Speeches  (with web links)  
 
Press Conf erence Transcript of Hillary Clinton and Sergey Lavrov (March 6, 2009)  
 
Speech by Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov to the Conf erence on 
Disarmament (March 7, 2009)  
 
Joint Statement by President Dmitriy Medvedev and President Barack Obama 
(April 1, 2009)  
 
Background Briefing by Senior Administration Officials on Obama -Medvede v 
Meeting (April 1, 2009)  
 
Remarks of President Barack Obama in Prague (April 5, 2009)  
 
Statement on the Joint Understanding for the START Follow -on Treaty (July 6, 
2009) 
 
The Joint Understanding for the START Follow -on Treaty (July 8, 2009)  
 
Under Secretary for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher 
Remarks to U.S. Strategic Command Deterrence Symposium (July 30, 2009)  
 
The Legacy of START and Related U.S. Policies (July 16, 2009)  
 
Speech by Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Verification, Compliance, and 
Implementation Rose Gottemoeller: " The Long Road From Prague" (August 14, 
2009) 
 
Hillary Clinton and Sergey Lavrov Remarks (October 13, 2009)  
 
Hillary Clinton Remarks at the United States Institute of Peace (October 21, 2009)  

Joint Statement by the President of th e United States of America and the 
President of the Russian Federation on the Expiration of the Strategic Arms 
Reduction Treaty (START) (December 4, 2009)  

 
=================== 

 
(For links to all these statements, please go to: 

http://www.armscontrolcenter.org/resources/start_resources/) 
 



 
XVI. Senators Õ Letter on START and Missile Defense  

 
 
Washington, DC  
July 2, 2009 
 
The President  
The White House  
Washington, DC. 
 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT:  
 
In anticipation of your upcoming visit to the Russian Federation, we write to express our 
concern about recent comments by Russian leaders suggesting limitations on U.S. 
missile defense plans in Europe as a prerequisite for agreeing to a successor to the 
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START). We urge you to not combine discussions 
about U.S. missile defense efforts and the ongoing START negotiations. 
 
Speaking on May 20, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov said that an agreement 
on a START replacement would be ``impossible ..... without taking into account the 
situation in the missile defense sphere.'' Russian President Dmitry Medvedev also noted 
during an April speech that ``(a)nother aspect of security is the relationship between 
offensive and defensive weapons.'' Prime Minister Vladimir Putin likewise suggested a 
quid pro quo between START and missile defense during a visit to Japan on May 10, 
when he said that ``Russia will link missile defense to strategic offensive armaments.'' 
 
We feel strongly that linking missile defense plans to offensive force negotiations in this 
way runs contrary to America's strategic interests and would undermine our security. As 
you have noted, the planned European missile defense system is limited in scope to 
defend the United States and its allies against the rising threat posed by Iranian long-
range ballistic missiles, but it poses no threat to Russia's strategic missiles. 
 
We support your determination to bring into force a follow -on agreement to 
START prior t o its lapse on December 5th of this year  [emphasis added] . However, 
we will be reluctant to support any agreement that is explicitly conditioned on U.S. 
abandonment of missile defenses in Europe or otherwise linked to a U.S. decision to 
curtail or abandon those defenses. 
 
Given that negotiations for a follow-on treaty to START are being conducted on a 
relatively short timeline, we believe that the paramount goal this year is to ensure that 
the verification and confidence building measures from the 1991 START treaty do not 
lapse. 
 



The United States and the Russian Federation will need to find ways to cooperate on 
many issues in the coming years and we hope that your representatives bear in mind 
the broader strategic context in which these negotiations with Moscow are taking place. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James M. Inhofe  
Joseph I. Lieberman  
Jon Kyl  
Ben Nelson  
John S. McCain  
Mark Begich  
Jeff Sessions  
Mike Johanns  
Roger Wicker  
Orrin Hatch  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



XVII. Glossary  
 
 
Accountable weapons  – number of weapons carried on a missile or airplane based on 
the capacity of the missiles  or airplane rather than an actual count, i.e., a missile that is 
configured to carry three nuclear warheads but only carries one would have three 
accountable weapons.  
 
ALCMÕs – air launched cruise missiles 
 
Delivery vehicle  – the land- or sea-based missile or the airplane that carries and 
launches a nuclear weapon. 
  
ICBM – intercontinental ballistic missile capable of sending nuclear weapons across 
continents. 
 
MOU – Memorandum of Understanding, usually between two governments 
 
Prompt Global Strike weapons  – a missile originally designed to carry a nuclear 
payload which has been reconfigured to carry a conventional or non-nuclear warhead. 
 
SLBM  – Submarine launched ballistic missiles capable of sending nuclear weapons 
long distances from submarines. 
 
SORT – agreement between the U.S. and Russia signed in 2002 to reduce deployed 
strategic nuclear weapons in each country to between, 1,700 – 2,000 by 2012. 
 
START – series of nuclear reductions treaties, otherwise known as Strategic Arms 
Reduction Treaties. 
 
START I - signed by the United States and the Soviet Union on July 31, 1991. It 
included an extensive verification regime and required each country’s deployed 
strategic offensive arms not to exceed 1,600 delivery vehicles, carrying no more than 
6,000 warheads  
 
START II - signed in January 1993 and used similar 
counting rules to START I for reducing deployed 
strategic arsenals to 3,000-3,500 warheads but the agreement never took effect. 
 
START III - In March 1997, a framework for START III negotiations that included a 
reduction in deployed strategic weapons to 2,000-2,500  was agreed to, but formal 
negotiations for START III never began because of the delay in the entry into force of 
START II. 
 
Strategic nuclear weapons  – nuclear weapons that travel long distances shot by land-
based or sea-based missiles. 



 
Strategic Posture Review  – a comprehensive review, usually by the Pentagon, of the 
U.S. nuclear weapons stockpiles, plans, usage, etc. 
 
Tactic al nuclear weapons  – shorter range nuclear weapons capable of going only a 
few hundred miles that might be used in a battle. 
 
Throwweight  – lifting power of the missile launcher 
 
Warhead  – the explosive device, either nuclear or non-nuclear, on top of missiles. 
 
WMD – Weapons of Mass Destruction 
 


