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THE TWOFOLD MEANING OF BRINKMANSHIP: EXPLAINING
STRATEGIC AMBIGUITY IN RUSSIA’S NUCLEAR POLICY

Discussions and debates about whether or not the role of Russia’s Non-Stra-
tegic Nuclear Weapons underpins a so-called “Escalation to De-Escalation”
strategy culminated in the 2018 Nuclear Posture Review, which declared the
need for deploying a new low-yield nuclear warhead for submarine-launched
ballistic missiles in order to prevent Russia from escalating to the limited
nuclear level and successfully terminate the conflict. While unofficial evidence
barely suggests that Russia may exhort to its NSNWs in order to stave off
the adversary in crisis situations, common Western discussions on Escala-
tion to De-Escalation revolve around the alleged existence of an “offensive”
Escalation to De-Escalation strategy. Thereby, Moscow would pre-emptively
escalate to the limited nuclear level over NATO’s Eastern flank in order to
take over it while leaving Western countries without no escalation options,
given the doubts surrounding the ability of B61s’ delivery systems at going
beyond Russian air-defence. However, while Western countries are often busy
with self-deterrence, thus perceiving immediate threats at each deployment by
the adversary, they tend to overlook strategic manipulation of deployed capa-
bilities. That is why analysis of ambiguity surrounding Russian NSN'Ws have
been less popular in Western contexts. Based upon critical analysis of Escala-
tion to De-Escalation and classic deterrence and escalation studies, this paper
argues that ambiguity surrounding Russia’s NSN'Ws is part of a brinkmanship
strategy, which inadvertently triggered destabilizing dynamics in US-Russia
relations. The article proceeds as follows. First, an introduction sets the scene
and the aim of the article, as well as the methodology, including the scope and
background of facts. Second, the Escalation to De-escalation debate is broken
down in the attempt of shedding light on the ambiguity it builds on. Third,
it is argued that ambiguity surrounding NSNWs is strategically exploited ac-
cording to Schelling’s concept of brinkmanship, though exacerbating the risk
of inadvertent escalation with Western countries. Finally, a conclusion wraps
up the argument and indicates its implications.
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Introduction

Three years have passed since the 2018 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR)
“officialised” growing concerns of Russian limited nuclear first use aimed to
coerce the US and/or its allies “into terminating a conflict on terms favor-
able to Russia” (Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2018, p. 7). In particu-
lar, the document stated that the President must acquire “a range of limited
and graduated options, including a variety of delivery systems and explosive
yields”, in order to “correct any Russian misperceptions of advantage and
credibly deter Russian nuclearor non-nuclear strategic attacks” (Office of the
Secretary of Defense, 2018, p. 31). While common debates on the 2018 NPR
are often circumscribed to identify whether or not former Trump Administra-
tion got Russia’s nuclear policy right, I would like to shed some light on why
such adverse dynamics occurred.

The aim of this research is to emphasize the strategic nature of ambiguity
surrounding Russia’s NSNWs and dual-capable systems, as well as to explain
the destabilizing driver that led the US to deploy the W76—-2 warhead.

The methodology of this research consisted of critically reviewing the
“Escalation to De-Escalation” (ETD) debate in an attempt to shed light on
strategic ambiguity. In particular, I confronted contrasting interpretations
of Russia’s nuclear policy with respect to ETD, also relying on both Russian
and US declaratory policies, and found that there is no right answer when it
comes to the existence of an ETD strategy in Russia’s military planning. In
fact, Russia’s NSN'Ws and dual-capable systems (9K720) are enclosed by a
veil of ambiguity hindering correct evaluations of NSNWs’ role in Russia’s
nuclear posture. In other words, both ETD arguments and counterarguments
are nothing but speculations by definition, as they build on from uncertainty
surrounding the subject matter. Subsequently, through the reliance on classic
deterrence theories and escalation studies, I introduced the correlation be-
tween Russia’s ambiguity and the Shelling’s concept of brinkmanship, as well
as the inadvertent driver that impelled the US to deploy a new warhead in a
bid to fill the deterrence gap.

Scope: limited to declassified information and public sources. This research
involved declassified information and public sources. I relied on primary (offi-
cial policy documents) and secondary (relevant journal articles, books, online
articles) sources, as well as public analysis of some primary sources.

Background. There are considerable variations in how great powers gener-
ally conceive the role of their nuclear weapons in the international system
and, accordingly, how they implement these weapons in their policy doctrines.
The US-Russia “nuclear discrepancies” are emblematic and can be arguably
placed among the most representative ones.

On the one hand, the weakness of Russian conventional forces has impelled
defence analysts to stress the importance of nuclear weapons for both nuclear
and conventional deterrence purposes (Zagorski, 2011, p. 404). According to
a recent report on US and Russian NSNWs, Russia no longer had the means
to maintain an effective conventional army after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union and the economic disorders of the 1990s (Woolf, 2020, p. 24). This
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problem is particularly clear when one takes a look at the gaps in Russian
conventional forces emerged during the Russo-Georgian war in 2008. Despite
the Russian victory over the Georgian troops, the conflict revealed a poor
performance in the air power, problems with command and control, a poor in-
telligence apparatus and considerable gaps in capabilities, such as a shortage
of precision guided weapons (Kofman, 2018). Consequently, such a conven-
tional weakness, coupled with the threat of NATO expansion, has been raising
concerns about Russia’s increasing reliance on nuclear weapons as weapons of
first choice in crisis situations (Woolf, 2020, p. 24; Cimbala, 2000, p. 132).

On the other hand, US nuclear weapons have followed a different path.
The 2010 Nuclear Posture Review emphasized the importance of improv-
ing conventional forces, reducing the reliance on nuclear weapons (Zagorski,
2011, p. 403). Besides, it is worth noting that Western leaders have been
often restrained from using nuclear weapons by the so-called “nuclear taboo”
(Kroenig, 2018a, p. 9). The Obama years were indeed representative of such
“peaceful inhibition,” as the Democratic President called for a “world without
nuclear weapons” (Kroenig, 2018a, p. 9). This clearly suggests how diverse US
and Russian views of the subject matter are.

With that being said, the variations between the United States and Rus-
sia with respect to the policy role of nuclear weapons have contributed to the
rising of anxieties among Western analysts emphasizing the dangerousness
of Russian Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons systems. According to many re-
nowned US political scientists, the key problem with the US-Russia relation-
ship hinges on the disparity in tactical nuclear capabilities (Kroenig, 2018b;
Colby, 2015; Schneider, 2017). As a matter of fact, Russia’s nuclear arsenal is
particularly flexible, as it is characterized by a wide range of yields and means
of delivery (Kroenig, 2018a, p. 7). In contrast, the US and NATO nuclear
arsenals comprise just a few B61 gravity-bombs, whose delivery-systems ef-
ficiency at going beyond Russia’s sophisticated air defence is also a debated
issue (Kroenig, 2018a, p. 10; Raina, 2020). These circumstances, coupled with
the threatening behaviour demonstrated with the seizure of Crimea and the
incursions into Ukraine, led many Western scholars to think that Russia’s
nuclear policy is highly likely to be one of so-called “Escalation To De-Escala-
tion,” thereby Moscow would escalate to the limited nuclear level by employ-
ing its large number of low-yield nuclear weapons in the first place against
some NATO countries in Eastern Europe!, forcing the West into backing down
given the absence of credible deterrence options (Kroenig, 2018a, p. 5; Colby,
2015; Schneider, 2017; Trenin, 2019, p. 16).

Deconstructing the Escalation to De-Escalation debate

The dangerousness of ETD makes its implementation unlikely. In the bi-
polar order of the Cold War, both the United States and the Soviet Union
acknowledged the dangers posed by the risk of nuclear escalation, as any overt

! Russia is supposed to attack the territories of its historical “near abroad”, such as the Baltic
states, Poland, and Romania (Colby, 2015).
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clash of arms between the two was highly likely to escalate rapidly to all-out
nuclear exchanges (Kartchnerand Gerson, 2014, p. 159). As a result, a com-
mon approach based on shared principles of crisis management was deemed
essential and channels for exchanges of information and communication, as
well as institutionalized mechanisms for regular consultation were created
(Kartchner and Gerson, 2014, p. 160). By contrast, the asymmetries of the
today’s multipolar world order have obfuscated escalation control (Kartchner
and Gerson, 2014, p. 162-165; Morgan et al, 2008, p. 38). The diplomatic
“back channels” that played a fundamental role in handling the Cuban Mis-
sile Crisis may be weak or even inexistent (Kartchner and Gerson, 2014, pp.
165). Consequently, nowadays it is a highly risky strategy one that aims at
winning a war by escalating to the limited nuclear level with the hope that the
conflict will de-escalate immediately after. Russia cannot be certain that the
US and its NATO allies would surrender in case of limited nuclear escalation.
In fact, the 2018NPRstates that “it remains the policy of the United States to
retain some ambiguity regarding the precise circumstances that might lead to
a U. S. nuclear response” (Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2018, p. 22). In
this vein, ETD seems an irrational policy option, as there is no assurance of
the hoped outcome and the consequences in case of failure would be dramatic.
In short, the problem with the ETD argument consists in the absence of any
evidence explaining why Russia would be willing to run the risk of facing
mutual destruction through the Putin’s perspective. American Professor Mat-
thew Kroenig (2018a, p. 9) suggests that US policymakers are constrained by
a nuclear taboo that makes nuclear war unthinkable in the eyes of Western
countries. However, it is a matter of fact that the nuclear taboo has been
undergoing several pressures because of renewed power rivalries or bellicose
rhetoric (Tannenwald, 2018, p. 103). This trend is remarkably exemplified
by former US President Trump’s threat “to rain fire and fury like the world
has never seen” against the North Korean leader Kim Jong Un (Tannenwald,
2018, p. 90). What is more, many Western political scientists believe that
the ETD policy would be carried out in the form of a pre-emptive strategy to
anticipate a major conventional battle (Kroenig, 2018a, p. 7). However, here
is a relevant statement by Russian President Vladimir Putin with the Italian
newspaper “Corriere della Sera”

As for some countries’ concerns about Russia’s possible aggressive actions,
I think that only an insane person and only in a dream can imagine that Rus-
sia would suddenly attack NATO. I think some countries are simply taking
advantage of people’s fears with regard to Russia. They just want to play the
role of front-line countries that should receive some supplementary military,
economic, financial or some other aid. Therefore, it is pointless to support
this idea; it is absolutely groundless. But some may be interested in fostering
such fears. I can only make a conjecture (Corriere della Sera, 2015).

Therefore, I would argue that Russia’s nuclear arsenal is actually intended
to defend the country against enemy aggression, rather than for attacking in
the first place (Woolf, 2020, p. 23). Indeed, the Kremlin recently released a
document entitled “Basic Principles of State Policy of the Russian Federation
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on Nuclear Deterrence,” which, according to the Vienna Center for Disarma-
ment and Non-Proliferation, “makes clear that nuclear weapons are reserved
exclusively for a scenario when Russia is attacked” (The Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Russian Federation, 2020; Sokov, 2020).

Drivers for believing in ETD. Despite the risks that makes an ETD imple-
mentation unlikely, it must be said that Western fears are not completely un-
founded. In particular, Basic Principles does not clarify whether or not Russia
has an ETD doctrine and it is vague when it comes to the exact threshold that
would lead to the use of nuclear weapons by Russia (Bidgood, 2020; Oliker,
2020; Sokov, 2020; Bugos, 2020). Besides, Russia’s frequent “nuclear saber-
rattling” (harsh rhetoric and military exercises apparently aimed at remind-
ing the relevance of Russia’s capabilities) has been exacerbating concerns of
Russia’s willingness to challenge Eastern Europe (Woolf, 2020, p. 32).

Contrasting interpretations of Russia’s military posture. When doubts sur-
round the credibility of a given state’s declaratory policies, it is also neces-
sary to rely on other sources to infer its intentions and strategies, such as
the size and posture of its capabilities (Mahnken and Evans, 2019, p. 60).
Military exercises, in particular, are indicators of what a country actually
wants its military forces to be capable of doing and, accordingly, they could
turn out useful when trying to get the picture of Russia’s nuclear posture
(Oliker, 2016, p. 5; Tertrais, 2018, p. 39). The use of nuclear weapons dur-
ing Zapad-99 is acknowledged. As a matter of fact, former Russian Defence
Minister Igor Sergeyev stated that “the decision to use nuclear weapons was
made” after conventional defences “proved ineffective [and the] enemy con-
tinued to push into Russia.” (Bleek, 2001). However, Zapad-99 seems to be an
isolated case. According to French political scientist Bruno Tertrais (2018, p.
39), “no known theatre military exercise has included nuclear-weapons use for
a decade.” In fact, Oliker and Baklitskiy (2018) inform that Zapad-2017 “did
not have any evident nuclear strike component, despite positing a conflict
with the NATO alliance”. Similarly, relevant research on Zapad-2013 by The
Jamestown Foundation found that “contrary to Zapad 2009, the limited use
of nuclear weapons was not simulated during Zapad 2013” (Zdanavicius and
Czekaj, 2015, p. 6). In contrast, Zapad-2009 is often thought to have included
a nuclear strike against Poland (Oliker, 2016, p. 7). However, Tertrais (2018,
p- 39) explains that “this claim comes from a single source, a report by the
Polish magazine Wprost”. In short, one can argue that military exercises do
not provide any relevant evidence to support an alleged ETD policy. Accord-
ingly, Oliker and Baklitskiy (2018) refer to this possibility as “a nonexistent
problem.”

On the other hand, Oliker and Baklitskiy might also be wrong. As a mat-
ter of fact, a 2003 paper by the Russian Ministry of Defence (2003, quoted
in Mahnken and Evans, 2019, p. 62)entitled “Important Tasks of the Devel-
opment of the Armed Forces”, albeit unofficial, points out a need for “forc-
ing the adversary to cease hostilities by threatening or actually delivering
strikes of various sizes with use of conventional and/or nuclear weapons”.
Furthermore, two interesting research works by Frank R. Kirbyson and Jo-
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han Norberg revealed a factor that might hidden a possible nuclear strategy
in some of the exercises after Zapad-2009. In particular, Kirbyson (2019, p.
62) does acknowledge that there is little evidence highlighting escalation dy-
namics in many exercises. However, Norberg (2018, p. 61-62) observed that
Russia’s Northern Fleet, which is a fundamental leg of Russia’s second-strike
capability, was deployed in a separated exercise right after Kavkaz-2012.
Accordingly, this event suggests that Russia already crossed the nuclear
threshold in the official exercise and the Northern Fleet would serve to de-
ter strategic nuclear strikes coming from the West (Kirbyson, 2019, p. 55;
Norberg, 2018, p. 62). In addition, this would clarify the discrimination
problem about whether dual-capable missiles, particularly SS-26 Iskander-
M deployed in Kaliningrad, are armed with conventional or tactical nuclear
warheads (Stubbs, 2018). In particular, Kirbyson (2019, p. 55) points out
that it is not officially known whether or not the Iskander launched during
Kavkaz-2012 was nuclear tipped. Yet, according to the Kirbyson’s specula-
tion, that Iskander must be nuclear tipped, otherwise the deployment of the
Northern Fleet would be unjustified (Kirbyson, 2019, p. 55). Importantly,
Kirbyson (2019, p. 55) noticed that similar situations occurred with Za-
pad-2013, Vostok-2014, Tsentr-2015, Kavkaz-2016, and Zapad-2017. This
would demonstrate that the majority of exercises involved the use of NSNWs
and, therefore, the West would be right in being concerned withIskander-M
missiles delivering nuclear payloads.

Clear pattern of ambiguity surrounding Russia’s NSNWs. The main prob-
lem with the Kirbyson’sand Norberg’s arguments is their speculative nature.
Indeed, even the title of Kirbyson’s research points this out: “Escalate to
De-Escalate: Speculation on Russian Nuclear Strategy”. Actually, getting the
picture of Russia’s nuclear policy may not be that simple, as there is a lack
of official evidence clearly outlining it and helping out countries to adopt
appropriate policy doctrines in response. For example, Tertrais (2018, p. 36)
clarifies that there is actually no official evidence of specific nuclear war-
heads designed for Iskander missiles. By the same token, there is no official
evidence showing whether Russian military exercises are nuclear or conven-
tional (Tertrais, 2018, p. 36). In like manner, uncertainty surrounds even the
actual size of Russia’s tactical nuclear capabilities. Indeed, a large number
of speculations and hypotheses have been made but, according to McDermott
(2011, p. 6), “The lack of official transparency concerning tactical nuclear
weapons leads to estimates of numbers in the Russian inventory varying from
2,000 to 6,000” (Woolf, 2020, pp. 26—28). In short, the lack of transparency
and concerns due to the frequent nuclear saber-rattling have pushed scholars
to conjecture and theorize about the real Russian intentions and, consequent-
ly, make speculations about whether or not Russia’s nuclear policy is one of
escalation to de-escalation. Some say it is, whereas others say it is not. Only
one thing is certain in the words of Mahnken and Evans (2019, p. 63), namely
that “Russia’s contemporary nuclear strategy, particularly with respect to its
nonstrategic forces, is ambiguous”.
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Building upon Ambiguity

Limitedness of US strategic thinking. According to David Koplow
(2009, p. 39), it is a shared consideration that American policy tends to be
extremely casualty-averse andrestrained about exposing its military forces
to mortal threats. That is probably why “Western military circles are busy
with self-deterrence” (Veebel, 2019, p. 190). Accordingly, it is unsurpris-
ing that US ETD advocates do not provide any relevant reason why Russia
would be willing to face mutual destruction with the West. Actually, US
scholars probably do not even care about Russian motives. But they do care
about US national security. Therefore, it is plausible that Russian nuclear
saber-rattlingand ambiguity surrounding NSNWs and dual-capable systems
have made the West uncomfortable and have raised concerns about just the
possibility of Russia employing an ETD strategy against NATO, lack of of-
ficial evidence notwithstanding (Tertrais, 2018, p. 41; Woolf, 2020, p. 32).
This arguably impedes the West from focusing on the broader picture. In
particular, Oliker (2016, p. 10) noticed that the Russians had never explicitly
discussed a nuclear role for Iskanders until 2008, when Western media first
stated that nuclear warheads could be installed on them. After 2008, Russian
officials have sometimes referred to a possible tactical nuclear deployment in
Kaliningrad (Oliker, 2016, pp. 10—11). That means that Russia’s ambiguity is
actually intentional and deliberate (Tertrais, 2018, p. 41).

The use of brinkmanship to gain geopolitical advantage. Conceiving Rus-
sian emphasis on Iskanders as “strategic manipulation” of a weapons system
provides a new understanding of saber-rattling. In particular, the majority
of Zapad exercises have been conducted right after NATO initiatives. For ex-
ample, Zapad2013 was probably a response to Baltic Host 2013 and Steadfast
Jazz 2013 (Veebel, 2019, 186). On the one hand, these actions are clearly
threatening for Western countries, which would tend to assume that Russia is
willing to challenge Eastern Europe, possibly by adopting an ETD policy (Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense, 2018, p. 30; Woolf, 2020, p. 32; Oliker and
Baklitskiy, 2018). On the other hand, Dr.ViljarVeebel (2019, p. 183-185) in-
terestingly thinks that every initiative taking place in Russia’s nearby regions
can be intentionally responded to by “doubling or tripling counteractions,
with the hope that the Western countries will lose their nerve first, then pro-
pose negotiations and open the bargaining process”. As such, this approach
would provide Russia with intrastate popularity and international reputation,
as it would mean convincing the US and NATO to retreat and concede Russia
a significant berth on the European continent (Mahnken and Evans, 2019, p.
63; Veebel, 2019, p. 183). Hence, if one thinks that Russia’s idea of nuclear
deterrence hinges on the work of Thomas Schelling since the 1990s and it has
not changed since then, we can also argue that Russia’s nuclear posture is
consistent with the Shelling’s concept of brinkmanship, namely

the tactic of deliberately letting the situation get somewhat out of hand,
just because its being out of hand may be intolerable to the other party and
force his accommodation. It means intimidating an adversary and exposing
him to a shared risk, or deterring him by showing that if he makes a contrary
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move he may disturb us so that we slip over the brink whether we want to or
not, carrying him with us. (Schelling, 1960, p. 200; Sokov, 2020).

Strategic ambiguity lies at the core of brinkmanship. According to Profes-
sor Barry Nalebuff (1986, p. 20), the maintenance of a country’s firm position
when it faces the risk of conflict is fundamental and it must keep it until ei-
ther the adversary concedes defeat or the conflict escalates into war. Accord-
ingly, Russia is undoubtedly able to play its part in the game, as its limited
economic resources make that of Russia a “highly concentrated security and
defense policy, in which hesitation, morality, and questionable efficiency have
no place” (Veebel, 2019, p. 184). The United States’ firmness, in contrast, is
undermined by Russia’s ambiguity surrounding NSNWs. According to Manh-
ken and Evans (2019, p. 63), ambiguity impedes the US from taking effective
steps to deter or prevent the adversary’s NSNWs and it fuels debates over
what kind of action to adopt in order not to be interpreted as an overreaction
to an unspecified nuclear threat. In practice, this action takes place when Rus-
sia puts an emphasis on Iskanders, whose uncertain nature makes the West
nervous and keeps it off-balance (Oliker and Baklitskiy, 2018). In theory, we
could argue that the superior risk of escalation that goes along with a more
belligerent posture may restrain the US from reacting, thus diminishing the
chance of war (Nalebuff, 1986, p. 22). In other words, Russia is highly likely
to be exploiting ambiguity and the consequent risk of escalation in order to
deter the US and gain geopolitical advantage.

Brinkmanship and miscalculation in the US-Russia scenario. Even if the
prospects of the game are deemed as much dangerous as to force a side to
back down, inadvertent or irrational actions beyond the control of countries’
leaders could nevertheless provide a path to escalation before any concession
is provided (Nalebuff, 1986, p. 21). In other words, emphasis on dual-capable
missiles and their uncertain nature clearly exacerbates the risk of inadvertent
escalation. In particular, Professor Barry Posen (1992, p. 12) analysed what
conditions might affect the risk of inadvertent escalation, finding that when
states perceive a growth in other states’ offensive capabilities, the former
tends to be worried and, consequently, “initiate compensating political or
military activity”. One example is represented by the often-vague nature of
military capabilities, which causes states to “stumble into spirals of mutual
hostility and competitive military preparations” (Posen, 1992, p. 13). Accord-
ingly, the fact that the West gets nervous when Russia stresses its Iskan-
ders is clearly alarming. Warheads installed on them might or might not be
nuclear and they might or might not be used as de-escalatory means in a crisis
environment. This discrimination problem is, to put it more simply, strictly
related to the US interpretation of these missiles. Besides, Posen (1992, p. 14)
notices that geography can contribute to discrimination problems regarding
the offensive or defensive nature of certain capabilities. Indeed, it is true that
the last document on nuclear deterrence released by the Kremlin makes clear
that nuclear weapons are reserved for defensive purposes only (Sokov, 2020).
However, the deployment of an Iskander in Kaliningrad is clearly threaten-
ing for NATO, as this area is exploitable to block the access to the Baltic Sea,
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thus isolating Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia (Stubbs, 2018; Veebel, 2019, p.
185). NATO would need to pass through the Kaliningrad corridor, which is a

110- to 150-km-wide stretch of territory between the Russian enclave and
Belarus that could be subject to long-range artillery and flank attacks from
both sides and would require a commitment of NATO forces to secure (Sh-
lapak and Johnson, 2016, p. 4).

Therefore, the US may also think that Iskanders are nuclear tipped and
have been deployed in Kaliningrad in order to be employed in the form of tac-
tical de-escalatory nuclear instruments over the Baltic States. Consequently,
the US would “initiate compensating political or military activity” by deploy-
ing, for instance, new low-yield nuclear options to fill the deterrence gap
(Posen, 1992, p. 12). However, if the US were wrong, this would certainly be
an “overreaction to an unspecified nuclear threat” that would ignite the risk
of inadvertent escalation (Manhken and Evans, 2019, p. 63). The problem is
that the US government has to take a decision to maintain its firmness in the
brinkmanship game (Nalebuff, 1986, p. 21). As such, the decision is often the
result of an imperfect process, especially in the US-Russia context, where the
decision-making process on the US side builds on from ambiguity (Schelling,
1960, p. 201). What follows is that the US and Russia can get into a major
war inadvertently because of US miscalculation regarding the precise role of
Russia’s NSNWs and dual-capable systems. “While ambiguity brings some
deterrence benefits, it also feeds the risk of miscalculation” (Gower, 2018).

Conclusions

Based upon analysis of the Escalation to De-Escalation debate and clas-
sic Shelling’s deterrence theories, I conclude that the role of Russia’s Non-
Strategic Nuclear Weapons is consistent with a deterrence strategy based on
brinkmanship and strategic ambiguity. As such, while this move is supposed
to keep the West off-balance in Russia’s thinking, it actually triggered an
inadvertent escalatory dynamic in the US/NATO-Russia context. Thereby,
ambiguity caused the US to misinterpret the role of Russia’s NSNWs and
dual-capable systems as means of an offensive Escalation to De-Escalation
policy aimed to coerce the US and/or its allies “into terminating a conflict on
terms favorable to Russia” (Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2018, p. 7).

Through “nuclear saber-rattling” and strategic ambiguity surrounding
NSNWSs, Russia takes advantage of the disparity in tactical nuclear capabili-
ties with Western countries in a bid to enhance deterrence by increasing fears
of mutual and extreme escalation, not just limited escalation. However, Rus-
sia’s strategic behaviour raised alarms among Western countries, especially
in Washington, which deployed a new low-yield nuclear warhead (W76-2)
for Trident D5 SLBMs in order to “correct any Russian misperceptions of ad-
vantage and credibly deter Russian nuclear or non-nuclear strategic attacks”
(Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2018, p. 31).

This US move, in turn, raises further questions. What are the implications
of W76—2 with respect to US-Russia relations? Is the attempt to deter Russia
by trying to match its Non-Strategic Nuclear capabilities an appropriate tactic?
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Although these questions go beyond the aim of this research, I can antici-
pate that my responses are far from positive. First of all, the act of deter-
ring a country by matching its capabilities stems from the classic concepts of
escalation ladder and escalation dominance, which is the “ability to escalate a
conflict in ways that will be disadvantageous or costly to the adversary while
the adversary cannot do the same in return” by dominating a given region of
the ladder (Kahn, 1965, p. 290; Morgan et al, 2008, p. 15). However, Cold-
War escalation tactics are questionable nowadays and their adoption in policy
doctrines may not be appropriate in light of the asymmetries of the post-Cold
War World Order(Fitzsimmons, 2017).

Furthermore, the improved flexibility of the US arsenal has had a detri-
mental impact on Russia’s national security. According to Russian foreign
ministry spokeswoman Maria Zakharova

Those who like to theorize about the flexibility of American nuclear po-
tential must understand that in line with the Russian military doctrine such
actions are seen as warranting retaliatory use of nuclear weapons by Russia
(VOA news, 2020).

What is more, deploying a low-yield nuclear option exclusively designed
for Trident D5s introduces a discrimination problem on the Russian side. In
fact, these missiles are designed to deliver thermonuclear options apart from
the new low-yield warhead (Narang, 2018). Consequently, Russia would not be
able to distinguish a tactical nuclear launch from a strategic one, thus exac-
erbating so-called “use-or-lose” dilemmas in case of a counterforce attack and
plausibly leading Russia to rely on a launch-on-warning posture in response
to whatever kind of aggression involving an SLBM, “regardless of its weapon
specifications” (Narang, 2018; VOA news, 2020).

Escalation dominance and low-yield warhead aside, it is clear that strate-
gic ambiguity surrounding Russia’s NSN'Ws inadvertently caused the US to
take a further destabilizing move, apparently trapping the two countries in
perilous dynamics of instability. Hopefully, the extension of the New START
treaty seems to suggest that Washington, under the lead of President Biden,
is trying to crack down on hostilities and restoring, to some extent, the arms
control architecture with Russia. But given the short period of time since
the new Administration took office, there is still no clear telling what we can
expect.
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®packa Kauua A.

HayKOBUH cmiBpobiTHUK IleHTpYy 8 muTanb 0e3leKu, cTpaTerii Ta mOJiTUKMI
(CSSPR) (6epesennb 2021 — kBiTenb 2021); BUIyCKHUK MaricTpaTypu GpaxyabTeTy
nosiTnuHux Ta MikHaponuux BigHocuH (HyPIR) VuiBepcurery Jlecrepa

(xsnac 2019/20)

IBOSIKE 3HAYEHHS IIBUIKOCTL: MOSCHEHHSA CTPATEITYHOI
HEOJTHO3HAYHOCTI B SAEPHII MOJITHI POCII

Pesrome

OOroBopeHHA Ta nebaTu Mpo Te, YU MiJKPIIIIIOE POJIb HeCcTpaTeriuHol AmepHOi 30poi
Pocii Tak 3BaHy cTpaTeriio «eckaJjaiiii 1o meeckKaJsallii», saBepinuaucsa B Oriani amgep-
"ol crpaterii 2018 poKy, B AKOoMYy OyJa OroJiollleHa HEOOXiZHiCTh PO3TOpTAaHHS HOBOIL
AXepHOI 00ETOJIOBKY MAaJIOl MOTYKHOCTIL IJis OaTiCTUYHUX PaKeT IIiABOJHUX YOBHIB, 11100
3amobirtTu eckasarii Pocii 70 o6MesKeHOTo siIepHOT0 PiBHA ¥ YCINIIIHO MOKJIACTU Kpait
KOoHGIIKTY. ¥ TOM yac AK HeO(DiI[ifiHi CBiOITBA JO3BOJAIOTH IPUITYCTUTHU, IT0 Pocia
mozke mixTpumysaTtu cBoi HCSO, m106 BifoOpas3uTu IpoTUBHUKA B KPUBOBUX CUTYAIlidX,
3BUUalHi 3axigHi AucKycii 38 eckasarii mo meeckaJsarii obepramThCcsa HABKOJIO Iependa-
YyBaHOTO iCHYBaHHA «HACTyHAJIbLHOI» cTparerii eckasairii go meeckasamnii. Tak, MockBa
BUIIPEMKYyI0Ue Tepelife Ha oOMe)KeHUI sAmAepHUB piBeHb Ha cxizmomy (uaamsi HATO,
1100 B3ATHU HOTO0 I KOHTPOJb, 3aJUINMUBIIN 3aXifHi KpaiHu 6e3 MOXKJIMBOCTI ecKaJaIlrii,
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BPaxOBYIOUM CyMHiBM, MOB’si3aHi 31 smaTHicTiO cucTeM moctaBku B61 BuxomuTu 3a pam-
KU pociificbKkoi nmpotunoBiTpAaHol o6oponu. OgHak, xoua 3axigHi KpaiHu 3aiHATI camo-
CTPUMAHHSM, CIPUMMAOUYN HOTPO3U MPU KOMKHOMY PO3rOPTAHHI IPOTUBHUKOM, BOHH,
SIK MIPaBUJIO, HE 3BEPTAIOTH YBaru Ha CTpaTeriuHe MaHIIyJI0BaHHS PO3TOPHYTUMU MOXK-
auBoctsaMu. Ock YoMy aHaJi3 HeogHO3HAUHOCTI pocificbkux HAO meHIn monyasapHuii B
3axXiTHNX KOHTEKCTax. rpyHTyIO‘II/ICb Ha KPUTUYHOMY aHaJi3i eckanaii m0 meeckaJsarii
Ta MOCHiIKEeHHAX CTPUMYBaHHA i eckaJsaiii, B cTaTTi CTBEpPAKy€eEMO, IO JBO3HAUHICTH
mono HSAO Pocii € wacTuHoO cTparerii 6aaHCyBaHHsA, AKa HEHAaBMUCHE CIPOBOKYyBaJa
necrabinisyrouy guHamirky y BigHocuHax Misk CIITA i Pociero. CraTTa 6yayeThcsa HACTYI-
HUAM YHHOM. BCTyIl BCTaHOBJIIOE METY CTATTi i METO0JIOTii0, BKJIIOYAIOYU IIepeaicTOPito
dakriB. Haxi mebatu mpo mepexin mo meeckasarii migmani Kputuii B cmpobi mposuTu
CBiTJIO HA IBO3HAYHICTh, HA AKiil BoHU OyayioTbcs. IloTiM cTBEpI KY€EThCS, IO JBO3HAY-
HicTb, moB’sa3ama 3 HCAO, crpaTeriuso BHKOPUCTOBYETHCSA BIAIIOBIMHO M0 KOHITEMIii
b6anancyBanHs Ha Mexxi Illesninra, xoua i 86i/bIIye pusuK HeHaBMUCHOI ecKaJallii KOH-
duikTy 3 saxizuumu Kpaimamu. HapelrnTi BUCHOBOK 3aBepIilye apryMeHTAallil0o i BKasye
Ha HACJHigKH.

KarouoBi caoBa: pociiicbKa sAfepHa IOJITHKA, ecKaJallis I0 JeecKaJsalii, O6ajaHcy-
BaHHA HA MeXKi Bifinm, crTpareriuda gBosHauHicTh, Oruan sgepHoi crparerii 2018, Hena-
BMIUCHA ecKaJallis, npopaxyHok, Pocis, CIITA, mecrpareriuna sgepHa 30posi, TAKTUYHA
AnepHa 30pos, Ickanmep

®packa Kauua A.

Hay4YHBIN coTpyaHUK lleHTpa mccaemoBanmii 6e30IIaCHOCTY, CTPATETUU U MOJUTUKU
(CSSPR) (mapt 2021 — anpeas 2021); BEBINYCKHUK MaruCTpaTyphl (hakyabTeTa
nonuTuUYecKux m MexxkayHapoaubix orHomenuii (HyPIR) Yuusepcurera Jlectepa
(xarace 2019/20)

ABOAKOE SBHAYEHHE CROPOCTH: OB bACHEHHE
CTPATETHYECKOM HEOJTHO3HAYHOCTHU B AJIEPHOU ITOJIUTUKE
POCCHHA

Pesrome

O6cysxaeHusa u nedaTbl O TOM, HOAKPEIJIAET JU POJIb HEeCTPATeTMUYeCKOro SIepHOTO
opy:kusi Poccuu Taxk Ha3bIBAEMYIO CTPATErHI0 «3CKAJAIUU K JAe9CKAIaluu», 3aBEPIIN-
auck B 0O630pe sapepuoii crpareruu 2018 roga, B KoTopoMm Oblia 00BsBJIEHA HEO0XO-
OUMOCTb Pa3BePTHIBAHUS HOBOU SAAEPHON 0O0EroJIOBKM MAJOM MOIIHOCTU [Js OaJiau-
CTHYECKUX PAKeT IOABOAHBIX JIOAOK, YTOOBI INPEeIOTBPATUTh 3dcKasanuioo Poccuu 10
OT'PAHUYEHHOTO SIIEPHOT0 YPOBHS U YCIIEIIHO MOJIOXKUTH KOoHel[ KOHGIuKTY. B To Bpems
Kak Heo(UIMAJbHBIE CBUAETEIbCTBA €IBa JIU II03BOJIAIOT IPEAIIOJIOKUTH, uTo Poccus
moskeT mogmepskuBaTh cBou HCSAO, uToObl 0Tpas3uTh MPOTUBHUKA B KPUBUCHBIX CUTYA-
IUsX, OOBIYHbIE 3aNAAHbIE JUCKYCCUU II0 9CKATIAIUY K Ie3CKAJAINY BPAIAIOTCS BOKPYT
MIPeAII0JIaraeMoro CyIleCTBOBAHUS «HACTYIATEJIbHON» CTPATeruy JCKaJaluu K Je3cKa-
aanuu. Tak, MockBa ympeskaarolne IepeiifeT Ha OrpaHUYEHHBIN SAepHBIN YPOBEeHb Ha
BocTounoM Guianre HATO, uTo6Gbl B3SATH €Tr0 IIOJ KOHTPOJb, OCTABUB 3allaJHble CTPAHbI
0e3 BO3BMOYKHOCTHU 3CKAJIAllNU, YUUTHIBAsi COMHEHWs, CBSI3AHHBIE CO CIIOCOOHOCTBHIO CH-
creM goctaBKu B61 BBIXOAUTH 38 paMKU POCCUICKOM MPOTUBOBO3AYIIIHON 060poHBI. Of-
HAKO, XOTs 3alafHble CTPAHBI 3aHATHI CAMOCAEP)KUBAHNEM, BOCIPUHUMAS YIPO3bI IpU
Ka’KJJOM Pa3BePTHIBAHUY IIPOTUBHUKOM, OHU, KaK IIPABUJIO, He 00paIlal0T BHUMAHUS Ha
cTpaTernuecKkoe MaHUIIYJIMPOBAHNE Pa3BePHYTHIMU BO3MOKHOCTSMU. BOoT mouemy aHa-
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au3 HeomHOo3HauHOCTU poccuiickux HAO mMeHee momysispeH B 3amagHbIX KOHTEKCTaX.
OCHOBBIBAsICh Ha KPUTHUUYECKOM aHAIM3e SCKAJAIUU OO0 JAedCKAJAIUN U HCCIEJOBAHUIX
CIeP:KMBAHUS U 3CKAJIAIINN, B CTAThe YTBEPIKAAEM, UTO ABYCMBICJIEHHOCTh B OTHOIIIEHUH
HHAO Poccun sBisgeTcsa yacTbio cTpaTeruu 6alaHCUPOBAHUA, KOTOPas HellpeJHaMepeHHO
CIIPOBOIIMPOBAJIA NeCTAOMINBUPYIOIIYI0O IUHAMUKY B oTHOIeHuAxX Mexxay CIIIA u Poc-
cueii. CraThsa cTpOUTCA ciaenyiomiuM obpasoM. BBejgeHue ycraHaBIMBaeT IeJIb CTaTbU U
MeTOJ0JIOTUI0, BKJIIOUasi mpeabicTopuio daxToB. [lajsee mebaThl 0 mepexone K JAescKasia-
AU [TOJBEPIrHYTHl KPUTHUKE B MOMBITKE IIPOJUTH CBET HA JBYCMBICJIEHHOCTDb, HA KOTOPOI
OHU CTPOATCA. 3aTe€M yTBEPsKAaeTcsd, YTO ABYCMBICJIEHHOCTD, cBA3aHHasa ¢ HCSO, crpa-
TernYecK” WCIIOJb3YeTCS B COOTBETCTBUM C KOHIeNIIMell 0aJaHCUPOBAHWS HA TPAHUILE
Ilennunra, XoTA ¥ yBeJIWUYHBAET PUCK HeNPeIHaAMEPeHHON scKajanuu KOHQIUKTa C
3amaJHBIMU cTpaHamMu. HaKoHeI[ BBIBOJ 3aBepIlaeT apryMeHTAaIUI0 U yKasbIBaeT Ha I0-
CJIeICTBUSI.

KiaroueBbie cioBa: simepHasd moautTuka Poccum, scramamus K JescKajaanuu, OajaaH-
CHUpOBaHIe Ha I'PaHU BOMHBI, CTPaTernuecKas HeolpeeJeHHOCTb, O030p AaepHON M0JIHu-
muxku 2018, HenmpegHAMepeHHAA scKajdanusd, mpocuer, Poccus, CIITA, mecTpaTernueckoe
AXEepHOe OPYKIUe, TAKTUUYECKOoe daepHoe opykue, Mckanzaep.
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