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CDS Vows Action on
Problems at RMC
By Lee Berthhiaume Canadian Press 29 Mar 2017-03-29

A review of the Royal Military College of Canada has uncovered significant
problems at the prestigious institution in Kingston, Ont., prompting a promise of immediate action from none other than the country’s top soldier.
Chief of defence staff Gen. Jonathan Vance says he is putting the college and
two other military schools under his direct command to ensure they get the
attention they deserve. The move is intended to address years of neglect
caused by what the review, conducted by eight current and former officers,
called “a decade of resource pressures and higher priorities” at National Defence.
That neglect manifested itself in a variety of ways, the review found, including cuts to support staff, a lack of money for repairs, and the appointment of
unqualified military personnel to work at the school. It also meant a steady
build-up in rules and requirements facing the school’s 1,000 cadets, to the
point where the review team found significant levels of “negative” stress
within the student body.
In an interview with The Canadian Press, Vance said he was committed to
getting the school “back to basics” and wants to “inject some fun” back into
the institution.
“I think we understand, as a result of the report, that there are some negative
stressors at the college that are not useful or productive in the development
of junior leaders in the armed forces,” he said. “And they will be eliminated.”
Vance is promising to modernize the 140-year-old college by adding staff,
improving medical and food services, and investing more money to fix the
library, dormitories and other infrastructure.
He is also ending the age-old practice of requiring cadets to wear their uniforms at all times, a move he expects to spark outrage amongst some alumni
but whose time he says has come. “What part of wearing a ceremonial uniform downtown on a Friday night to have a drink with your friends would
directly relate to your ability to be a good warrior leader or a good infantry
officer?” Vance said. “It’s a rhetorical question because there is none.”
Vance is also establishing one basic set of standards that all cadets must meet
to graduate and earn their commissions as military officers, which isn’t the
case now and has led to deep divisions at the college.
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“If you don’t achieve it because of some sort of
motivation issue or you’re just ill-inclined, then
you won’t get your commission,” he said.
“In the past, they’ve gotten them. I will withhold the commission until such time as you
pass.”
Vance ordered the review last November following the suspected suicides of three cadets
and allegations of sexual misconduct at the
school, which is responsible for grooming future military officers.
But the team did not investigate the deaths of
cadets Harrison Kelertas, Brett Cameron and
Matthew Sullivan. Those incidents are instead
the subject of a board of inquiry due to wrap up
in the coming weeks.
Vance committed to incorporating any recommendations on suicide prevention that come out
of the board of inquiry. The review team also
said in its final 227-page report that it did not
find evidence of rampant sexual misconduct at
the college.
Retired Supreme Court justice Marie Deschamps reported last year that sexual harassment was considered a rite of passage at the
institution, and sexual assault was an “everpresent risk.”
Many female cadets instead told the review
team they felt safe day and night at the college,
with only one previously unreported incident
uncovered in more than 400 interviews with
students, staff and others.
Vance said the findings reflected his own assessment of how widespread sexual misconduct
is at the college, given a lack of police reports
and other indicators. “I would know if there
was a trend,” he said. “If there was a serious
problem there, we would know.”
Vance, who outlined his plan for modernizing
the college to staff and students on Wednesday,
said fixing the college was essential given its
importance to the military’s long-term success.
“This is a brand new, raw population whose
ultimate benefit to the armed forces is huge,” he
said.
“There are future chiefs of defence staff in
there, so we’d better do it right there or we’re
going to have problems later.”

Two Canadian WW1
Soldiers’ Bodies
Discovered in France
RUSI Vancouver Newsletter 28 Mar 2017
A body discovered in May 2013 has been identified by DND as the remains of First World War
soldier, Sgt James Alexander Milne. A second
body, discovered a year earlier, remains unidentified at this time.
“We are thankful for the efforts of the Institut
national de recherches archéologiques préventives and the Service archéologique municipal d’Arras of France, for the support of the
Commonwealth War Graves Commission, and
for the ingenuity of the Canadian Conservation
Institute, which enabled our officers to identify
Sergeant Milne, and to conclude the investigation into the unidentified soldier found at
Thélus. We will not forget that these men gave
all they had so that a century later, we might live
in peace,” said MND, Harjit Sajjan.
Sgt Milne was born in Gellybrands, Cookney,
Kincardineshire, Scotland, on February 10,
1883. He is said to have immigrated to Canada
somewhere between 1905 and 1911. An unmarried labourer, Milne enlisted in the CEF in Calgary, AB on Jan. 27, 1915. He is believed to
have been killed on April 28, 1917, in relation to
an operation against a German position known
as Arleaux-Loop. He was 34. Almost a century
after his death, an archaeological team from the
Institut national de recherches archéologiques
préventives discovered his remains in a field on
the outskirts of Arleux-en-Gohelle, France. The
team was in the area carrying out a mandatory
archaeological survey of the land, which is
known to be a battlefield of the First World War.
The investigation into the second set of remains,
discovered seven kilometres away at Thélus, Pas
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de Calais, France, has been officially concluded
by DND and the CAF. The body cannot be identified at this time. However, both maternal and
paternal DNA profiles have been obtained with
the hope of a future identification. This unidentified soldier was discovered by the Service archéologique municipal d’Arras on September 27,
2012, during an excavation. He was found only
with a metal “CANADA” insignia. He is believed to be one of the 3,426 Canadian military
members who went missing during the tenmonth long military engagement at Vimy. It is
estimated that he died somewhere between Nov.
1, 1916, and the end of July 1917. “Like far too
many soldiers who fought in France during the
First World War, Sergeant Milne gave his life in
service to Canada.

Sgt Milne’s family has been notified and continue to receive support from Veterans Affairs Canada. Sgt Milne’s body will be laid to rest later
this year by his Regiment in a cemetery outside
Arleux-en-Gohelle. The unidentified soldier will
be laid to rest later this year as well at the Canadian Cemetery No 2, Neuville-St Vaast, France.

New Members
Lt(N) (Ret'd) Diana Dewar
Capt Door Gibson

New Satellite will
Enhance CAF
Communications
Capabilities
RCAF Media Release 20 Mar 2017

Tented camp of the 10th Infantry Battalion at
Abeele, Belgium, in May 1916. Sergeant Milne
would have been a member of the battalion at
this time and lived in this camp. Canada. DND/
LAC/PA-000001 (MIKAN no. 3405993)
The unidentified soldier found at Thélus reminds
us of the many brave Canadians still missing or
buried without a name from this terrible conflict.
We will lay them both to rest with the honour
which they and their families deserve in return
for their sacrifice,” said Kent Hehr, Minister of
Veteran Affairs and Associate Minister of National Defence.

Representatives from the Canadian Armed
Forces (CAF) and Department of National
Defence (DND) were on hand at Cape Canaveral, Florida, on March 18, 2017, to witness
the launch of the ninth Wideband Global Satellite Communication (WGS-9) constellation
satellite.
A United States Delta IV rocket was used to
launch the WGS-9 at 8:18 p.m.from the United States Air Force Space and Missiles System Center in Cape Canaveral. The satellite
will aid in meeting CAF strategic satellite
communications (Satcom) requirements for
many years into the future.
“Military operations are increasingly dependent on capabilities based in space,” said Brigadier-General Blaise Frawley, the director
general space at the Royal Canadian Air
Force. “The WGS-9 will further enhance a
reliable Satcom network and ensure our forces can communicate effectively to enable success on operations.”
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Canada contributed $340 million to the development of the WGS-9 program, which represents the
largest financial contribution of the five project
partner nations. Canada’s participation was made
under the Department of National Defence’s Mercury Global Project, which leverages the capabilities of eight other WGS satellites already in orbit.
Canada gained access to the WGS constellation in
May 2013 and has used this capability to support
the communications needs of several missions
around the world.
“Canada’s contribution to this effort provides essential communications support for Canadian
Armed Forces operations around the world,” noted
Defence Minister Harjit S. Sajjan. “Investing in
innovative solutions like the Mercury Global Project will keep the Canadian Armed Forces on the
leading edge of defence capabilities, while further
enhancing relationships with our international partners and allies.”
Mercury Global Project will ultimately access its
full allotted bandwidth from the WGS constellation
through anchor stations in Shirleys Bay, Ottawa,
Ontario; Great Village, Nova Scotia; and Canadian
Forces Base Esquimalt, British Columbia — all of
which are home to the antennas and associated
ground infrastructure.
The ability to exchange large amounts of information between headquarters and deployed forces
has become critical to modern military operations.
This has been demonstrated in support of NATO

missions such Operation Reassurance in Europe
and coalition operations such as Operation Impact in the Middle East. The Mercury Global
Project is an effective way of meeting the
CAF’s communication requirements for domestic and expeditionary operations.
In total, Canada has allocated $452 million to
the Mercury Global Project. This includes the
contribution to the ninth satellite acquisition,
WGS constellation support, large-scale antennas
at three sites in Canada, and strategic deployable
terminals. Sharing costs with international partners and allies is a more cost-effective option
than building and maintaining a uniquely Canadian satellite system.
Besides the United States, which owns and
launched the satellite, other international partners involved with the WGS-9 include Denmark, Luxembourg, New Zealand and The
Netherlands.

Conversion of RCN’s
Interim Supply Ship
Moving Along
D A V I D P U G LI ES E ,
O T T A WA C I TI ZE N
Published on: May 14, 2017
Chantier-Davie and Federal
Fleet Services are moving along
with the conversion of MV Asterix into a supply ship for the
Royal Canadian Navy. Delivery
of the interim AOR is set for this
fall. Picture (left) shows the
“accommodation module” in
pale green, now in place.
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New French President
Promoting Closer Def ties
with Germany
PARIS – Emmanuel Macron headed to Berlin
Monday to meet Chancellor Angela Merkel,
with the newly inaugurated French president
seeking to promote closer defense ties between
France and Germany in a bid to build a stronger European military.
A much noticed sign of Macron’s commitment
to the French services came in Sunday’s inauguration ceremony, when the commander in
chief rode in an Acmat command car rather
than a presidential vehicle up the Champs Elysées to pay homage to the unknown soldier at
the Arc de Triomphe.
Before stronger defense cooperation can occur,
“there has to be European policy, a top down
approach,” said Vincent Desportes, former
head of the French War College and professor
of Science Po university. A close link between
Macron and Merkel could lead to a higher level
of defense cooperation between the two major
European powers.
One of Macron’s campaign pledges included
the creation of a permanent European headquarters to plan and oversee operations of European forces, with the HQ linked to national
and NATO headquarters.
“That is extremely important,” Desportes said.
“If a European HQ were running, we could
move ahead.”
Previous French leaders have sought such a
European HQ but Britain consistently resisted,
as London saw that as merely duplicating
NATO. But with the U.K. leaving the European
Union in the Brexit plan, that resistance will no
longer block a move to a European military
center.
Another of Macron’s campaign aims was to set
up a European security council, comprising officers, diplomats and intelligence officials to
advise European leaders. He has also committed to increasing defense spending to hit 2 percent of gross domestic product by 2025, excluding pensions and overseas deployments.
That amounts to some €50 billion (US $55 billon) a year compared to the present €32 billion,
he said in March during the election campaign.
That 2025 commitment is seen favorably by the

service chiefs as the pledge signals big spending
increases next year and 2019, and hitting 2 percent by 2022, including pensions, Desportes
said. The 2025 date falls beyond the five-year
presidential term, but there are strong hopes
among the service chiefs Macron will reverse
the effective cuts under the previous administration, he added.
Much of Macron’s campaign plan was prepared
by officials close to the defense minister JeanYves Le Drian, but the new commander in chief
is “an intelligent man” who will grasp quickly
the situation, he said.
Another of Macron’s aims is to set up a European defense fund to invest in joint programs such
as a European drone. Such a European joint effort is key in view of “American and Chinese
giants and the rising cost of arms programs,” he
said in his campaign note.
However, gaining a larger defense role for the
European Union raises the problem of relations
between Paris and the smaller states, said a report from Friends of Europe, a Brussels-based
think tank.
“One of France’s handicaps in pursuing foreign
policy and defense cooperation within the E.U.
is the enduring disdain for much of its political
and domestic establishment for the smaller
member states, referred to as ‘les petits
pays’ (the little countries),” said the report, titled
Crunch Time: France and the Future of European Defense.
Against that political backdrop, Macron will
speak to Merkel and make a pitch for closer
Franco-German cooperation and a stronger European defense.

The Russian Army
Suffers Deficit in Officers
Eurasia Daily Monitor Volume: 14 Issue: 25 Aleksandr
Golts February 27, 2017

A special session of top officials in charge of
personnel matters within the Russian Armed
Forces took place in Moscow, on Feb 2. As is
traditional for such conclaves, the attendant generals reported to each other about their respec-
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tive successes over the past year. These
“achievements” provide ample information about
the current state of Russia’s military forces. The
most important takeaway from this recent meeting is that the personnel chiefs apparently want to
take credit for successfully overcoming an
“unexpected” shortage of officers in the Armed
Forces.
The chief of the Main Directorate for Personnel
within the Russian Ministry of Defense, Colonel
General Viktor Goremykin, notably announced
that, in 2016, the Armed forces found 11,000 officers for positions that otherwise would have
gone unfilled. In his words, the military used
“non-standard” methods to fill these staffing
gaps. In particular, reserve officers who left the
Armed Forces were recruited again. It is worth
noting that, on Feb 22, while speaking before the
State Duma (lower chamber of parliament), Defense Minister Sergei Shoigu clarified that due to
shortages of personnel in 2015, 15,000 troops
previously dismissed had been returned to service. Obviously, this practice continued in 2016.
Similarly, according to the Russian media, provincial newspapers increasingly feature advertisements publicizing the fact that one or another
military unit is accepting previously retired
Armed Forces personnel. Moreover, the commander of the Eastern Military District reportedly
for highly educated technical staff officers. Last
year, the first 49 such pilots graduated. Today,
training was completed by another 50 troops”.
An obvious danger exists that such initiatives

could potentially increase the number of flight
catastrophes and accidents. Given the large shortfalls in the officer corps, which the top brass has
to creatively fill year after year, the Russian
Armed Forces are beginning to resemble a military embroiled in a large-scale war. It is as if
massive numbers of Russian officers are continuously being killed on the battlefield and need to
be immediately replaced by new ones. Most observers blame the current state of affairs on former minister of defense Anatoly Serdyukov
(2007–2012).
As part of his important package of military reforms, Serdyukov had ordered a halt to any new
cadets being accepted to military academies during 2009–2011. However, it should be recalled
that his decision was triggered by the fact that,
three years earlier, the Armed Forces were overwhelmed by a tremendous surplus of officers. At
that time, open positions for lieutenants were virtually nonexistent, while graduates of military
schools were appointed to positions usually occupied by sergeants.
But suddenly, today, a monstrous deficit has appeared. Consequently, the number of uncommitted officers waiting for either dismissal or appointment has decreased by almost 20 times
compared to those years. In 2012, Serdyukov’s
subordinates believed that an annual output at
8,500 new lieutenants would thoroughly cover
the military’s staffing needs. But today, defense
ministry leaders insist they need 16,000 new
graduates each year. The answer to this conundrum is simple. The primary goals of the
“Serdyukov” reforms were greater efficiency and
rapid deployment capabilities of the
Russian Armed Forces (as demonstrated over the past several years
in Crimea, Donbas and Syria). And
at the heart of this military modernization and reorganization process
was the rejection of the concept of
mass mobilization of the Armed
Former. The former minister of defense eliminated all “skeleton”
units, which actually consisted only
of officers and depended on hundreds of thousands of mobilized
reservists to fill out all their manning positions at the start of a
“great war.” When Russian went to
war against Georgia, in August
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2008, these officers were asked to lead the newly
formed units. But they simply refused because, in all
their years of service, they had never commanded
real troops. Consequently, Serdyukov fired them
first. But it is likely that these same former skeleton
unit officers are now being drawn back into the
Armed Forces.
Following Serdyukov’s ouster and the gradual rollback of many of his most important reforms, the
present Russian military manning system appears on
the verge of breakdown. The reason is clear: Based
the country’s strengths, national interests, demographic situation and economy, Serdyukov and his
team specifically created military forces capable of
winning in a local conflict inside the post-Soviet
space. But as a result of the Kremlin’s current policies, Russia has locked itself into a conflict with the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, which is superior to the Russian Federation across all quantitative
indicators—all types of weapons and numbers of
personnel.
The only logical military response for Moscow in
this situation, therefore, is to return to the ineffective
and extremely cumbersome mass mobilization army. Indeed, this is happening now, as highlighted
by defense ministry’s promise to create new military
divisions. Speaking to lawmakers earlier this month,
Shoigu announced the intention to complete the formation of four divisions: three in the west and
southwest and one in the Kurile Islands. But the total number of the Armed forces increased by only
10,000 in 2016. This can only mean that Russia in in
the midst of deploying Soviet-style “paper” skeleton
divisions, in which five hundred officers command a
hundred soldiers in peace time—in other words, the
types of formations explicitly abandoned by Serdyukov. To stand up such units, an excess number of
lieutenants is required. These types of divisions are
appropriate if one’s goal is to report to the president
about the increasing power of the Russian army; but
they are useless for increasing the country’s military
might in reality.

From Our President
Recently at our May luncheon, I announced the
Board’s plan to raise RUSI-VI annual membership dues. Although the constitution states that
increases should be announced at an AGM the
Board felt that our current fiscal situation requires
a more immediate increase.

So, effective 01 September 2017, a Regular
member’s dues will rise from $30 to $40, and
a Family’s from $40 to $50.
Why the increase? Firstly, there hasn’t been
one for a very long time, beyond the Board’s
collective memory. Since then undoubtedly
the cost of just about every thing has gone up.
For example, our luncheon catering costs have
increased considerably over the past few
years. Raising the dues will allow us to keep a
lid on the lunch price.
What does RUSI-VI do with the money? For
a start, we fund half of the University of Victoria’s Military Oral History (MOH) program.
We also annually award two cash prizes to
Vancouver Island Cadet bands, one for the
best cadet band and one for the best pipe/drum
major. Our annual donation to the Broadmead
Lodge Golf Tournament helps support the veterans who live there. Finally, as an Association member of the Conference of Defence
Associations, our dues help support this oldest
and most influential defence advocacy group.
I hope you agree that the dues’ increase is reasonable and that your annual membership fee
is money well spent.

Over the past month several RUSI-VI Board
members have been active on your behalf.
Thank you to Gary Del Villano who organized
and ran the RUSI-VI MOH display at the
Vimy-100 event. Thanks also to Scott Usborne who attended and reported on the Afghanistan Memorial Preview, to Bob Irwin
who presented the two prizes at the Vancouver
Island Cadet Band competition, and to David
Collins for representing us at the Battle of Atlantic Sunday.
You may recall that we proposed holding a
June luncheon, with Commander MARPAC as
the speaker. However, since he is unable to
attend we decided to cancel rather than try to
find a replacement on such short notice. So
our next RUSI-VI luncheon will now be on
Wednesday, 13 September.
Until then, enjoy your summer.
LCol C.I. (Clive) Caton (Retired), CD
President RUSI VI
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2017: Undermining the
Nuclear Proliferation
Treaty
BY ADAM P MACDONALD © 2017 FrontLine Defence (Vol
14, No 1) Apr 2017

Over the past two years, then Republican nominee –
now President Donald Trump – has made a series
of controversial comments regarding the purpose
and use of nuclear weapons. He recently asserted
that the United States has to remain ‘on top of the
pack’ and be willing to engage in an arms race to
maintain superiority over rivals. These comments
have elicited widespread concern about his views
towards and impact on both vertical (nuclear-armed
states augmenting their arsenals) and horizontal
(more states, or possibly non-state actors, becoming
nuclear-armed) proliferation prospects during his
tenure.
These sound bites are not a coherent nuclear strategy
or policy, but they do offer insight into the mindset
of the world’s most important decision-maker regarding nuclear matters: an unconventional, super
competitive character determined to ensure the United States starts ‘winning’ again in its dealings
through the world – including trade, alliance obligations and international commitments – which are
seen in narrow, transactional and zero sum terms.
Regardless of underlying motivations, many observers say these remarks threaten to undermine already
strained relations with Russia and China, complicate
ongoing regional proliferation challenges, and cast a
light of uncertainty on American leadership regarding Arms Control measures and the nonproliferation regime.
Arms Control Cooperation
For almost 40 years, the United States and the Soviet
Union/Russia have negotiated a series of bilateral
arms control measures that have resulted in the drastic downsizing of their nuclear arsenals – from an
estimated combined total of 70,000 in the 1970s to
the current 14,000.
The latest agreement, Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive
Arms (commonly referred to as ‘New START’),
signed in 2010, places restrictions on deployed strategic warheads (1550 each) and delivery launch vehicles (800 each, including Intercontinental Ballistic
Missiles [ICBMs], Submarine-Launched Ballistic
DAVID

PUGLIESE,

OTTAWA

CITIZEN

Missiles [SLBMs], and nuclear-capable bombers). Despite success in reducing warhead inventories to the lowest levels in over half a century,
the United States and Russia still account for almost 95% of all the world’s nuclear warheads.
The pace of these reductions is largely a function
of maintaining numerical parity between Moscow and Washington, and, as their importance to
national survival diminishes, deterrence is being
rationalized as requiring fewer nuclear weapons.
Despite quantitative similarities, there are major
force differences between them – such as Russia’s employment of Multiple Independent Reentry Vehicle (MIRV) warheads on mobile landbased missiles vs Washington’s single warhead,
silo-based land arsenal.
Both states, however, accept mutual vulnerability
at the nuclear level in which both are capable of
launching a successful first strike against the other, but neither is able to prevent a retaliation
strike (known as the second-strike capability) –
making deterrence an enduring and durable reality between them.
President Trump’s stated goal of ensuring the
U.S. remains unquestionably the most capable
and powerful nuclear state, appears intended to
play up the image of a strong leader to domestic
constituents rather than challenging Russia, with
whom he has consisted advocated for more amicable relations. However, comments that
the United States has lost its nuclear superiority,
and requires qualitative and quantitative augmentation of its forces, is to fundamentally misunderstand the nature of deterrence and could
(unintentionally) compromise one of the few areas of cooperation with Moscow.
President Trump has expressed a desire to
see nuclear stockpiles between the two countries
lowered significantly and has proposed linking
these negotiations with non-nuclear issues and
incentives, including lifting of sanctions imposed
following Russia’s 2014 annexation of Crimea.
This flies in the face of conventional wisdom,
which affirms that Arms Control talks should remain a distinct and separate portfolio of diplomacy, ensuring nuclear matters are not conditional
upon or influenced by other, specifically divisive,
aspects of their wider relationship.
Furthermore, in addition to continued quantita-
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tive reductions, specifically of deployed warheads
on high alert launch status, the focus of future talks
should be on minimizing modernization efforts
(such as Ballistic Missile Defence (BMD) and
MIRV-capable missiles) designed to change the offence-defence nuclear balance.
The recent development by Moscow of a land-based
cruise missile, in violation of the 1987 IntermediateRange Nuclear Forces Agreement, is a first test for
President Trump in his nuclear dealings with Russia.

assessed as very low. The size of Beijing’s nuclear force, furthermore, is based on the concept of
minimum deterrence: possessing the smallest
number of weapons necessary to conduct a second strike in order to deter possible nuclear adversaries from launching a first, as in accordance
with China’s long-held nuclear policy of No First
Use.

Building more nuclear warheads would be economically wasteful, and will neither secure American
strategic superiority nor create additional bargaining
chips in negotiations, but instead likely sour strategic relations between the world’s two most important nuclear actors.

Over the past two decades, however, Beijing has
been slowly augmenting its nuclear arsenal, both
quantitatively and qualitatively, including: dedicating a larger portion of its land-based missiles
to target the United States; building a nuclear triad force structure compromised of heavy bombers, ICBMs and SLBMs; and building penetration aids and evasive systems.

China’s Search for a Secured Second-Strike
Ever since China became a nuclear power in 1964,
they have retained a small and primitive nuclear arsenal. This force structure is informed by a very distinct nuclear philosophy as compared to Washington
and Moscow in which the threshold of unacceptable
damage (the criteria that deters a first strike due to
the expected destruction inflicted in retaliation) is

Although there is no official U.S. position on this
development, the Trump Administration may
view such actions as undermining the United
States’ nuclear deterrent when, in fact, the end
state for Beijing is to achieve a secured secondstrike capability of his nuclear forces, which are
seen as particularly vulnerable to both conventional offensive (such as Precision Global Strike)
and defence (BMD) advancements by Washington.
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Beijing accepts its vulnerability to American nuclear forces, but is reconfiguring its arsenal to protect against a possible disarming first strike (i.e.
camouflage, road-mobile versus silo-based missiles) and overcome BMD systems to ensure it
could retaliate (i.e. MIRVs or decoys).
Any attempt by the U.S. to deny Beijing a secured
second-strike capability, and not accept mutual
vulnerability at the nuclear level, could unleash a
possible arms race where China would seek greater offensive capabilities to offset Washington’s
defensive systems: an economic wasteful and strategic ill-advised situation for both.

https://fas.org/issues/nuclear-weapons/status-world
-nuclear-forces
Allowing China to achieve a secured-second
strike, critics warn, would motivate even more assertive and bellicose behaviour on the part of Beijing over contested issues such as Taiwan and the
East and South China Seas, as they would feel secure against the threat of escalation to the nuclear
level. However, strategies to deny China a secured
second-strike would display a fundamental misunderstanding of the forces and factors shaping regional rivalry and Sino-American relations in general, and would not be a stabilizing influence.

Conventional force balances, economic interdependencies, strong American alliances and diplomatic efforts are the real influencers and counterbalances to Chinese actions rather than the risk of
nuclear escalation or attack. Nuclear weapons do
not play a major role in Beijing’s foreign and strategic behaviour; they have, by and large, isolated
these matters from the majority of their international engagements.
The Trump Administration must continue to work
with China to bring clarity in their nuclear relationship – including both sides explaining force
developments, and the possible inclusion of Beijing in future Arms Control measures – and ensuring that such issues do not influence other areas of
the larger relationship.
Regional Proliferation Challenges
Throughout the Asian continent, a number of ongoing proliferation issues confront the Trump Administration, creating regional security challenges
as well as compromising non-proliferation efforts
globally.
Pakistan and India became nuclear-armed states

(despite widespread international objection) as a direct result of their ongoing security concerns regarding each other. The United States has, for the most
part, accepted their entry into the nuclear club in order
to provide Pakistan security and safety assistance to
their arsenal, and to recognize India as an important
future strategic counterweight to China. Possession of
nuclear weapons appears to have influenced the reduced propensity of conflict between the two, but the
Trump Administration should attempt to dissuade
new capability developments, specifically short-range
tactical nuclear weapons by Islamabad, and quantitative increases in their arsenals that could lead to an
arms race and threaten South Asian stability.

Unlike the proliferation violators Israel, India, and
Pakistan – reluctantly accepted as new nuclear-armed
states by Washington – Iran is seen as a regional adversary of the United States whose possible development of nuclear weapons is interpreted as an unacceptable national security threat. A major breakthrough, though, was achieved with the signing of
the 2015 Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action in
which Iran agreed to cease enrichment activities
(verified by inspections) in exchange for the lifting of
wide-ranging sanctions. The future of the agreement
is highly uncertain, however, as President Trump has
repeatedly characterized it as one of the worst deals in
history and promised to terminate the Treaty.
Economic inducements had been successful in persuading Tehran to limit and cease major aspects of its
nuclear program, however, terminating the deal may
change the calculus. Given its tense relationship with
Washington, Tehran may feel it can only guarantee its
safety via a nuclear capability, possibly creating a cascading effect with worried neighbours (such as Saudi
Arabia) also pondering the development of a nuclear
arsenal.
What made the Iranian deal possible was its selective
focus on Tehran’s nuclear technology development rather than its activities or other military developments in the region. If President Trump is serious
about dismantling the deal, providing security assurances to the Iranian government will be critical to
comparing the costs of weaponing their nuclear program (specifically the burdens of sanctions and diplomatic isolation) to the benefits (building a security
guarantor) and thus ensuring their continued willingness to engage the international community on this
matter.
Tehran’s recent testing of ballistic missiles, however,
is seen by Washington as a major violation of the UN
Security Council Resolution, and further degrading
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relations between the two.
Ballistic missiles are weapons that can be used
in both conventional and nuclear arsenals. As
such, Iran’s latest actions do not directly indicate a determination to build a nuclear force but
does demonstrate the ability to strike out to further distances with conventional weaponry.
Conditioning the survival of the nuclear deal on
ameliorating the larger, antagonistic military
relationship between Iran and the West is as
contradictory as the goal to stop Tehran from
deciding that nuclear weapons possession is
necessary for regime survival.
The North Korean Wildcard
Of all the proliferation challenges facing the
world today, the most intractable is North Korea. Pyongyang’s increasing fissile material production, combined with regular nuclear
device and missile testing (the latest in response
to annual joint military drills between the United States and South Korea, which landed 300
km from Japan’s coastline), are purportedly in
support of the goal of developing a nuclear
tipped ICBM capable of striking the United
States – a capability President Trump has stated
he will not allow.
North Korea’s willingness to absorb increasingly comprehensive sanctions and strained relations with China (its only major power economic and diplomatic partner) demonstrates that
nuclear weapons are seen as absolutely necessary in the survival of the regime – the benefits
of which outweigh any and all costs.
Barring internal collapse or military intervention, both unlikely prospects, the acceptance of
a nuclear-armed North Korea will necessitate
changes to America’s strategic goals
of: denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula;
strengthening regional alliances; engagement
with Beijing to influence Pyongyang to adopt
the language of deterrence; continued sanctions
to deny access and funding for missile and nuclear technologies; and to keep them an isolated
and poor state to discourage others from following a similar path.
On the campaign trail in March 2016, Trump
suggested that South Korea and Japan acquire
their own nuclear forces, thereby easing American military commitments in terms of overseas
conventional force deployments and extended
deterrence guarantees. In November, he reversed that position and made personal assur-

ances of Washington’s continued protection to
both countries, including the deployment of missile defence system to South Korea despite Chinese (and Russian) objections.
Such a change of heart may be the Administration’s realization of the ramifications such a policy; calling into question Washington’s strategic
engagement in the Asia-Pacific region; complicating and possibly escalating tensions between
Beijing and the United States’ major Northeast
Asian allies; and completely undermining the non
-proliferation regime by openly encouraging proliferation to select allies.
Instead, the President has consistently blamed
China for not leveraging its own influence
over Pyongyang to stop its nuclear weapons and
missiles programs.
Further development and testing not only raises
the specter of conflict on the Korean Peninsula,
but threatens to undermine Sino-American strategic relations and draws the two into direct confrontation should military forces be used either
preemptively or in response to North Korean aggression.
The Future of the Non-Proliferation Regime
Enacted in 1968, the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is a grand bargain between the five recognized Nuclear Weapons States (NWS) – China, France, the Soviet Union/Russia, the United
Kingdom and the United States – pledging to
eventually disarm their nuclear arsenals completely in exchange for the other signatories, the
Non-Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS), vowing
to refrain from becoming nuclear-armed but having access to nuclear technologies for energy purposes. The Treaty has near-universal membership, with four of the five outlying non-parties
being nuclear-armed countries: Israel, India, Pakistan and North Korea.
It is widely held that the NPT, along with other
international
agreements,
including
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and
the Nuclear Suppliers Group, has resulted in
slowing the growth of nuclear weapons states,
which has increased from five to nine (counting
N. Korea) since 1968.
While acknowledging contemporary horizontal
proliferation challenges in Asia, there have been
many non-proliferation successes over the past
number of decades, demonstrating that an assortment of incentives (economic opportunities, se-
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curity guarantees), deterrents (sanctions, diplomatic isolation) and norms (taboos against proliferation, nuclear testing) can, and have, successfully dissuaded states from becoming nuclear powers.
Nuclear modernization plans, underway by all five recognized NWS, however, cast doubt on the sincerity of
moving to a non-nuclear world – specifically the United States’ estimated $1 trillion-dollar investment over
the next three decades to build new warheads and next-generation delivery vehicles.
Other vertical proliferation challenges exist (Pakistan, India and China), but U.S. leadership, specifically in
conjunction with Russia via Arms Control treaties, is needed to continue nuclear armament reductions and
their continued marginalization in global politics. If acted upon, President Trump’s comments about enhancing
and expanding U.S. nuclear capability would break 40-plus years of nuclear quantitative reductions, raising
further doubts and pessimism of the validity of the NPT.
Nuclear weapons possession among the great powers has in part been a stabilizing agent in international politics over the past half-century (though in today’s global environment, these states’ overall behaviour and relationships with one another are not predominately determined by the balance of nuclear forces). The growing
congruence of interests also, between the major powers and the vast majority of the international community
with respect to the non-proliferation regime, produces a stabilizing effect on the international system itself and
may provide a model to manage other emergent domains with destructive military capabilities – such as cyber
and space. Abdication of U.S. leadership on nuclear matters in favour of a competitive framework to ascertain
nuclear superiority strategically, or to be used as bargaining chips in negotiations involving non-nuclear matters, would have a detrimental and long-lasting impact on non-proliferation efforts as well as the management
of relationships with Russia and China respectively.
At the major power level, the existence of mutual vulnerability should be accepted by the Trump Administration as a reality – neither a contest to be won, nor a condition to be overcome. Additionally, selective proliferation to U.S. allies would most likely result in the complete undermining of the NPT as one of cornerstone legal
regimes in the international system which enjoys nearly universal participation and support. Nuclear weapons
are and will continue to be part of the international landscape as none of the nine current nuclear-armed with
all cementing their existence into the foreseeable future with large-scale modernization programs. The reintroduction of nuclear weapons as a major and defining feature of international politics, however, would detrimentally complicate an already complex and evolving global system and reverse decades of concerted efforts
to marginalize their relevance to deterrence only, for if the nuclear powers find themselves so concerned about
their national survival that the use of nuclear weapons became a real possibility, world order would most likely
have already collapsed.

Mark Your Calendar

We hope to see you on Wednesday September 13th for our first
meeting of the autumn session.
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