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Abstract: During the Cold War, the concept of deterrence was often used as a term for nuclear deterrence with the use of nuclear weapons, 

but the term fell into relative obscurity, in broad strokes, after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Thereafter, nuclear forces tended to play a 

marginal and diminishing role for many policymakers in the 1990s and 2000s. The topic of nuclear weapons has not been included in 

political debates of the countries for more than twenty years. Therefore, the threat of nuclear weapons appeared remote and debates often 

centred on a nuclear-free world's possibility of proliferation and expectations. However,over the past few years though, this has changed 

significantly. The primary and regional powers are increasingly modernising their nuclear forces and are starting to give them a central role 

in their large strategic positions. Nuclear deterrence has come up again in such a setting.  
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1. Introduction 

Deterrence theory, in international relations, is a strategy based 

on discouraging potential competitors from continuing a certain 

behaviour by threatening intolerable outcomes. Deterrence can, 

therefore, be defined as a distinguishable and clear demonstration of 

a behaviour or attitude that would prevent a country from harmfully 

opposing a group or country. As William Kaufmann describes, the 

logic of deterrence can be explained: ―Essentially, deterrence means 

preventing certain types of contingencies from arising‖[1].To 

enable deterrence to function successfully, a potential attacker 

would have to find their opponent's threat, convinced enough that 

they would retaliate. The success of deterrence depends on the 

conviction of threats towards potential aggressors. To put it simply, 

the potential attacker needs to be persuaded that if the attack 

happens, the deterrence can and will be executed through its 

intimidation [2]. 

Concept of deterrence is quite old in practice, as in, ―the study 

of deterrence might be as old as politics‖ [3]. As an example, to this 

statement, we see that Chinese strategist Sun Tzu wrote about the 

importance of directing the opponent's tendencies to the threat: ―To 

fight and conquer in all your battles is not supreme excellence; 

supreme excellence consists in breaking the enemy‘s resistance 

without fighting‖ [4]. Correspondingly, one of the biggest military 

strategists, Carl von Clausewitz, repeatedly stressed the importance 

of the threat posed by a powerful army among military strategies, in 

his book, on War [5]. 

However, the systematic study of deterrence as a theory could 

be possible because ―only after the onset of the Cold War did it 

grow into the relatively complex set of ideas‖ [3], that we see today. 

Because the destiny of deterrence theory changed and shifted to 

nuclear deterrence theory with the use of nuclear weapons after the 

Second World War. Since then, theory gained increasing 

importance as a military strategy which was theoretically most 

advanced and most effective in practice during the Cold War years. 

Hereby, as Maria Sperandei emphasis, ―the awesome increase in 

destructive power brought about by nuclear and thermonuclear 

weapons soon after the rise of the 'iron curtain', marked the 'golden 

age' of deterrence‖ [3]. On the other hand, nuclear deterrence theory 

has become one of the most important foreign policy instruments to 

which states are directed at the strategic level. As Todd S. Sechser 

and Matthew Fuhrmann simplifies, because nuclear states have the 

capacity to impose extraordinary levels of punishment, they can 

more easily intimidate crisis opponents by submitting to their 

compellent demands. In addition, this advantage is thought to 

persist even when coercers do not explicitly threaten nuclear attacks 

[6].  

There hasn't been a global war since World War II and this 

reality has strengthened nuclear deterrence's power in establishing 

an unusually strong and stable relationship in the world. According 

to William J. Broad and David E. Sanger, the arms race of the Cold 

War period and the destructive power balance between nations that 

have preserved by nuclear peace for more than half a century [7]. 

Along with, Sam Marullo also expresses that nuclear weapons are 

thought to be a ―major component of this simplified image of 

international order; its critical function believed to be to prevent 

overt conflict between the superpowers and their allies‖ [8] and 

―many argued that this was best done through deterrence and 

accordingly, much attention was devoted to exploring the dynamics 

of deterrence, particularly from about 1960-1990‖ [9]. 

The paper argues that nuclear weapons have been effectively 

used as a war-preventive tool. Herein, the author seeks answers to 

the main question, ―Has nuclear deterrence come back to play a role 

in the contemporary political area once again‖? The study compiles 

analytical research based on discourse, along with comparative and 

analytical content focusing on Nuclear Deterrence. The 

methodology of this paper used analytical existing data and 

secondary literature by using various sources. Books, book 

chapters, journal articles and internet sources, as well as the 

findings from empirical research, have been widely used.  

2. Back and Forth 

The Cold War period was a time when the ideological two 

blocks were led by two superpowers. In this period, ―the United 

States and the Soviet Union, as the world's two superpowers and 

leaders of powerful alliances, competed against each other in order 

to prevent the other from becoming dominant in a bipolar system‖ 

[8].The era had started with the division of Germany and the spread 

of Soviet-type governments in Eastern Europe, which was effective 

in the political, economic and military aspects of the Soviet Union 

until the 1991 collapse of the Berlin Wall.  

During the Cold War, two superpowers saw the use of nuclear 

weapon technology as an element of difficulty and entered the 

nuclear arms race. Within the era, ―every time one state develops 

nuclear weapons to balance against its main rival, it also creates a 

nuclear threat to another state‖ [10]. In fact, this race was triggered 

by the United States developing nuclear weapons used, for the first 

and last time, in 1945 with the USSR's nuclear tests in 1949 

following on from then; afterwards, the U.S. obtained a hydrogen 

bomb in 1952 and the USSR had a hydrogen bomb in 1953[11]. A 

balance was reached between the two superpowers in terms of 

nuclear power, but the US had short and medium-range missiles 

that could hit the USSR; however, it changed the game. Afterwards, 

these two superpowers created large nuclear arsenals with 

previously unimagined destructive power [12]. In addition to all 

these, United Kingdom‘s first nuclear test was carried out in 1952, 

France in 1960, China in 1964 and India in 1974 [13]. Because of 

the 'do not deny or decline' strategy Israel thought to have nuclear 

explosive device, most likely, they obtained its first nuclear 

explosive device during the Cold War [14]. The main factor that 

distinguished the US and the USSR as superpowers from other 

states was their possession of nuclear weapons. Furthermore, ―the 

United States and the Soviet Union were engaging in the largest and 

most costly arms race in world history (costing more than both 

world wars combined)‖ [12].  
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In the late 1950s, 1960s and at the latter of 1970s, the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons became a growing concern. 

Because, having a nuclear arsenal was one of the defining elements 

of the era and the most crucial feature of this period was the 

strength of the development of nuclear weapon technology to create 

great devastation from a distance. The theory behind this was the 

practice of deterrence based on the hegemonic supremacy of the 

bipolar system. Between 1945 and 1991, ―55,260‖ nuclear 

warheads had been tested by the aforementioned countries [15]. 

Continuous improvement of existing arsenals and testing of these 

weapons were seen as the vital element of the qualitative nuclear 

arms race. However, in this period, there was a balance in 

understanding created by the danger of ‗terror‘ or ‗mutual 

annihilation‘ due to mutual nuclear deterrence rather than war 

[16].As a consequence of these, as a possible threat might have 

been a result of nuclear destruction, states agreed to prevent a 

possible nuclear war and in contrast have weapons of mass 

destruction that neither of them knows the number of, resulting in 

them having to counteract against each other. This reality 

―demonstrated the critical importance of effective dialogue‖ [17] 

and this was the beginning of a period of ‗softening‘, in which 

dialogue between the US and the USSR increased, rather than 

creating a confrontational environment. ―Multilateral arms control 

efforts led to a number of treaties, including the 1968 Treaty on the 

Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (Non-Proliferation Treaty, 

NPT)‖ [18]. Additionally, namely, the Interim Agreement on 

Offensive Arms (SALT I) in 1972, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 

(ABM) in 1972, the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT II) in 

1979, the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) in 1987 

and the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I), signed in 

1991 and ratified 1994.   

Even though, despite all the efforts, ―when the duel was over 

and the Berlin Wall came down, 40 years of arms racing had 

produced 70,000 nuclear weapons and the world‘s arsenals 

contained about 60,000 warheads, 98 per cent of them Soviet and 

American‖ [19]. 

3. Nuclear Weapons in Relation to Deterrence 

The end of the Cold War offered a unique opportunity to attain 

the goal of creating a non-nuclear world. The nuclear arms race, 

which was a significant feature of the Cold War, was over and 

France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States 

significantly reduced their arsenals [19]. In an environment where 

the Cold War ended and the possibility of interstate conflict in 

world politics decreased considerably, a new meaning was applied 

to nuclear weapons and it was not reasonable to use weapons of 

mass destruction; hence, ―nuclear arsenals have been cut by more 

than 60 per cent‖ [19].  

However, there are still huge arsenals, especially in Russia and 

the USA. China, India, North Korea, Pakistan and probably Israel 

are growing their stocks, though far below Russia's and the United 

States‘ levels [20]. Today, The United States and Russia control 92 

percent of all nuclear warheads in the world. Every year, many 

countries continue to expand their nuclear arsenal. According to 

information compiled by Kelsey Davenport and Kingston Reif, 

there are about 14,000 nuclear warheads; more than 90 percentage 

of them are held only by Russia and the United States. Russia has 

6,490 nuclear warheads, followed by the US with 6,185. It is also 

estimated that France has 300 nuclear warheads, 290 in China, 200 

in Britain, 160 in Pakistan, 140 in India,30 in North Korea and 90 in 

Israel [21]. Dr Bruce Blair, former Minuteman ICBM Launch 

Control Officer and Former President of the World Security 

Institute, underlines the situation with these words and lift the lids 

on regarding proliferation of nuclear weapons: ―both the United 

States and Russia today keep about one-third of their total strategic 

arsenals on launch-ready alert. Hundreds of missiles armed with 

thousands of nuclear warheads - the equivalent of about 100,000 

Hiroshima bombs - can be launched within a few minutes. The end 

of the Cold War did not lead the United States and Russia to 

significantly change their nuclear strategies or the way they operate 

their nuclear forces‖ [22]. To this day, nuclear-armed states are 

talking about nuclear weapons as a permanent and irreversible part 

of national and international security [20].Far worse than, recently, 

5 out of 9 countries with nuclear weapons (USA, China, Russia, 

France, UK) are pledged under the nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) to ―pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures 

relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to 

nuclear disarmament‖[20]. Furthermore, other counties who, well-

known, possess nuclear weapons such as India, Pakistan and Israel 

not even a party to this agreement. Further, North Korea withdrew 

from the agreement in 2003 and has developed nuclear weapons. 

This situation brings to mind the possibility that they will be able to 

use nuclear power when they perceive a threat to the security of the 

state.  

Nuclear deterrence is assumed to be an important result of 

nuclear weapons‘ coercive power, the fact is that, nuclear weapons 

are now a card that strengthens the hand in political negotiations 

rather than military and strategic superiority and functionality; 

moreover, they have become a tool of psychological and ideological 

superiority and oppression. It is seen that nuclear weapons have the 

power of oppression and sanction in diplomacy. States with nuclear 

weapons try to determine the optimal nuclear military strategy in 

order to create a credible and effective nuclear deterrence consistent 

with their physical capacities and positions in international politics. 

Because of this reason, almost all nuclear-armed states rather than 

taking advantage of this power in the military field, make the 

weapon a material of diplomatic methods, which can be an element 

of conflict-fighting strategies with the advantages of power. 

Although nuclear weapons were never used throughout the Cold 

War, they were widely spoken about and led to a relatively stable 

order based on fear among superpowers. The reason why nuclear 

weapons effective in international politics and coercive diplomacy 

is the ‗deterrence‘ element created by this destructive force and 

countries with nuclear weapons consider weapons of mass 

destruction an element of existential deterrence [23]. However, it 

causes, naturally, security dilemma because nuclear weapons are 

much more effective than conventional weapons and ―enormous 

destructive power of nuclear weapons, any state that seeks to 

maintain its national security must balance against any rival state 

that develops nuclear weapons by gaining access to a nuclear 

deterrent itself‖[10].Nevertheless, most statesmen and scholars 

consider nuclear weapons the ultimate source of coercive power in 

international politics like TV Paul expresses here; nuclear weapons 

are also said to provide the possessor with diplomatic power [24]. 

Correspondingly, as Scott Sagan impressively states here, ―Nuclear 

weapons, like other weapons, are more than tools of national 

security; they are political objects of considerable importance in 

domestic debates and internal bureaucratic struggles and can also 

serve as international normative symbols of modernity and identity‖ 

[10].In this regard, the most essential effect of nuclear weapons in 

terms of international politics is still deterrence. Regardless of the 

purpose of the states, because the destructive power of nuclear 

weapons makes it possible to cause irreparable damage to the 

enemy, this reduced the likelihood that states could achieve their 

interests by using force or threatening to use force [24].  

4. Withdrawal of Agreements and Modernisation 

of Weapons 

The remarkable era of nuclear arms control which started on 

December 26, 1991, when the Soviet Union was dissolved and 

ended formally on February 1, 2019, following withdrawal from the 

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces treaty by the USA. U.S. 

Foreign Minister Mike Pompeo announced that his country had 

suspended its INF [25] and that the period that began with the fall 

of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the dissolution of the USSR in 1991 

was now ended. The INF treaty between the United States and the 

Soviet Union entered into force in 1988 and was the product of a set 

of circumstances unique to the era of Cold War superpower 
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confrontation[26].The agreement banned all nuclear and 

conventional missiles and launchers fired on the surface in the US 

and Soviet countries ranging from 500 to 5,500 km worldwide.  

However, the treaty prevented any new INF systems or different 

stages of INF missiles or launchers from being developed or tested 

on flight. Thus 1,846 missiles were destroyed by the Soviet Union, 

846 were destroyed by the United States. The treaty created the 

Special Verification Commission (SVC) to resolve possible 

enforcement issues and monitor implementation. A total of 2,692 

intermediate-range missiles had been completely removed by 1 June 

1991[27].  

The end of the INF treaty might trigger the start of a new arms 

race. In recent years, it has been seen that the US‘ decision to 

withdraw from the treaty is not the cause of the already started and 

accelerating arms race. Washington and Moscow have accelerated 

competition in the field of new nuclear weapons technologies and 

both sides have been stepping up their military exercises in recent 

years. In a more general sense, multi-polarity and tension in the 

international system are strengthened. Therefore, this decision by 

the USA shows that we, might, are on the verge of a new Cold War. 

―The withdrawal from the INF treaty has fired the starting pistol on 

a new Cold War‖, warned Beatrice Fihn [28]. Agreements must be 

maintainable; however, Russia and the United States have more 

than 90% of the nuclear weapons in the world, nuclear weapons 

limitation agreements still do not prevent them from having more 

nuclear arsenals than other countries.  

The negotiations on the nuclear weapons plan, which started in 

1971, have been eliminated one by one and the addition of a space 

dimension shows that humanity will be in a new arms race. 

―Consequently, in the area of arms control, the world is about to be 

left without any structure, any functioning arrangement at all‖ 

[29]. INF is not the only matter here; the new START will expire in 

2021. There are currently no talks on whether to prolong the New 

START or sign a follow-up agreement. Shannon Kile, Director of 

SIPRI‘s Nuclear Disarmament, Arms Control and Non-proliferation 

Programme, says, ―the prospects for a continuing negotiated 

reduction of Russian and US nuclear forces appears increasingly 

unlikely given the political and military differences between the two 

countries‖ [30]. 

Both Russia and the US have comprehensive and costly projects 

underway to upgrade and modernise their nuclear warheads, 

delivery systems for missiles and aircraft and production facilities 

for nuclear weapons. The United States is engaged in a systematic 

overhaul of its entire nuclear arsenal – from processing to delivery 

systems and warheads. The plan is scheduled to be completed by 

2046 and will cost an estimated $1.2 trillion-$ 494 billion between 

2017 and 2026 to be allocated [31]. Here again, according to 

Kingston Reif, Director for Disarmament and Threat Reduction 

Policy, the overall nuclear modernization program includes: 

Modernized Strategic Delivery Systems, Refurbished Nuclear 

Warheads, Modernized Production Complex, Command and 

Control Systems and Nuclear Force Improvement Program [31]. 

Russia is modernizing its nuclear forces, replacing new 

missiles, warships and aircraft in the Soviet era while developing 

new delivery systems. The current cycle of Russia's modernization 

of its nuclear forces started in the early 2000s and is likely to end in 

the 2020s. However, Russian President Vladimir Putin announced 

in March 2018 that Russia is developing new forms of nuclear 

systems. While some interpret these weapons as an effort by Russia 

to gain a measure of dominance over the United States, others note 

that they are likely to be a Russian response to concerns regarding 

evolving U.S. missile defense capabilities. Such new Russian 

technologies include, among others, a powerful intercontinental 

ballistic missile(ICBM) with the ability to carry multiple warheads, 

an autonomous underwater vehicle, a hypersonic glide vehicle [32]. 

The other nuclear-armed states' nuclear arsenals are much 

smaller but they either build or deploy new weapons systems or 

have announced their intention to do so [33]. China holds, as 

illustrated earlier, a relatively small nuclear arsenal, albeit slowly 

increasing. China is continuing the nuclear weapons modernization 

program it initiated in the 1980s, with more nuclear weapons forms 

and more numbers than ever before. China continued to launch a 

new variant of an existing medium-range nuclear mobile ballistic 

missile, a new dual-capable intermediate-range mobile ballistic 

missile, and an improved road-mobile launcher. A road-mobile 

multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRV) capable 

of ICBM and an air-launched dual-capable ballistic missile have 

also continued to be produced [34]. China was not party of INF 

agreement. Therefore, in recent years, China has always had the 

chance to develop its armed forces, nuclear weapons and missiles 

freely. When U.S. President Trump considers the security of 

America, he now considers China rather than Russia. His concerns 

are more related to China. As Tselichtchev stated, ―Washington‘s 

major strategic goal in this region is to contain China and to achieve 

this goal, it is seeking a level playing field to develop all kinds of 

weapons, ground-based intermediate-range missiles included‖ [29]. 

However, this decision liberates both Russia and China's hands. 

On the other hand, India and Pakistan are increasing their 

capacity to produce military fissile materials on a scale that could 

lead to significant increases in the size of their inventories of 

nuclear weapons over the next decade. North Korea continues to 

view its military nuclear program as a key component of its national 

security policy, even though it signed a moratorium on nuclear 

weapons testing as well as medium and long-range ballistic missile 

delivery systems in 2018[33].The cornerstone of India's current 

nuclear modernization program is the production and induction of 

portable, sold-fueled intermediate-range ballistic missiles, the 

deployment of submarine ballistic missiles, the implementation of a 

ballistic missile defense system, the construction of weapons 

storage and integration sites, and the completion of its command 

and control network[35].Today, Pakistan's arsenal includes up to 

medium-range gravity rockets and ballistic missiles as well as 

cruise missiles, glide bombs, and a host of new and complex 

nuclear tactical weapons. Most credible scholars believe that 

Pakistan's nuclear arsenal consists of some 90-110 warheads, 

although the military could easily increase to more than three times 

that number within a decade at the current rate of growth[35]. 

Despite significant reductions in the overall number of nuclear 

weapons relative to the Cold War era, all the nine nuclear-armed 

states around the world are busy modernising their remaining long-

haul nuclear forces[20].Furthermore, ―although the numerical 

nuclear arms race between East and West is over, a dynamic 

technological nuclear arms race is in full swing and may increase 

over the next decade‖[20]. Humanity has a bad habit: it hasn't given 

up on the idea that security can be armed in more places. ―They 

believe nuclear weapons are essential and 'core capabilities' for the 

military that must be maintained and never parted with‖ [36]. 

5. Conclusion 

Almost three decades have passed since the Cold War but 

nuclear weapons and nuclear deterrence are once again on the 

agenda. Countries are now modernising their nuclear systems 

launched from the air, land and sea and making changes to their 

nuclear weaponry. Weapon controls are now in the secondary plan. 

This means a new dimension of nuclear arming and deterrence. The 

motivation for the repeal of agreements to have nuclear weapons 

and propulsion systems, which is a prerequisite for nuclear war, is 

that it can quickly realise itself. Nevertheless, there is no doubt that 

it has regained its influence and its popularity has returned due to 

factors such as the suspension of arms control agreements one by 

one, as well as a new wave of nuclear weaponries modernisation 

because of the military competition between world superpowers. 

Countries still regard nuclear weapons as an unassailable power and 

place this factor at the base of their nation's interests.  

The world is once again in the shadow of a nuclear conflict; a 

―Go‖ game of the deterrence of nuclear-armed forces. Furthermore, 

decisions to withdraw agreements mean that all the world, not only 
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European territories, will be under threat. The fight for nuclear 

deterrence appears with the new generation of nuclear weapons of 

the US and Russia; moreover, those who will experience fear during 

this new period of nuclear dominance will not only be inhabitants of 

Europe, the US and Russia. The Middle East, Southeast Asia and 

Southern Asia shall also be involved in this complex game. Nuclear 

armament and deterrence are about to gain a new dimension. 

Peacetime took a little longer than 30 years. In light of these 

developments, we see that the theory of deterrence has returned to 

its glory days. 

References 

[1] Kaufmann, W. W. (1989). The requirements of deterrence. 

In P. Bobbitt (Ed.), American Nuclear Strategy: A Reader (p. 525). 

London: Macmillan. Retrieved from 

https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=mdp.39015034327646;view=1

up;seq=3 

[2] Danilovic, V. (2002). When the stakes are high: Deterrence 

and conflict among major powers. Ann Arbor: University of 

Michigan Press. 

[3] Sperandei, M. (2006). Bridging Deterrence and 

Compellence: An Alternative Approach to the Study of Coercive 

Diplomacy. International Studies Review, 8(2), 253-280. 

[4] Tzu, S. (1994). The Art of War. (L. Giles, Trans.) Project 

Gutenberg. Retrieved October 7, 2019, from 

http://classics.mit.edu/Tzu/artwar.html 

[5] Clausewitz, C. V. (1989). On war. Princeton, New Jersey, 

United States of America: Princeton University Press. 

[6] Fuhrmann, M., & Sechser, T. S. (2013). Crisis Bargaining 

and Nuclear Blackmail. International Organization, 67(1), 173-195. 

[7] Broad, W. J., & Sanger, D. E. (2016, April 16). Race for 

Latest Class of Nuclear Arms Threatens to Revive Cold War. The 

New York Times. 

[8] Marullo, S. (1985). The Ideological Nature of Nuclear 

Deterrence: Some Causes and Consequences. The Sociological 

Quarterly, 26(3), 311-30. Retrieved from 

www.jstor.org/stable/4106218 

[9] Quackenbush, S. L. (2011). Deterrence Theory: Where Do 

We Stand? Review of International Studies, 37(2), 741-62. 

Retrieved from www.jstor.org/stable/23024618 

[10] Sagan, S. D. (1996). Why Do States Build Nuclear 

Weapons? Three Models in Search of a Bomb. International 

Security, 21(3), 54-86. Retrieved from 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/2539273?seq=1#metadata_info_tab_co

ntents 

[11] Friedman, U. (2016). When Truman Announced the H-

Bomb. Retrieved 2019, from 

https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2016/01/north-

korea-truman-hydrogen-bomb/423060/ 

[12] McLauchlan, G., & Hooks, G. (1995). Last of the 

Dinosaurs? Big Weapons, Big Science, and the American State 

from Hiroshima to the End of the Cold War. The Sociological 

Quarterly, 36(4), 749-76. Retrieved from 

www.jstor.org/stable/4121350 

[13] Gull, I. (2000). History of Nuclear Non-Proliferation. 

Pakistan Horizon, 53(2/3), 89-96. 

[14] Wenger, M. (1986). Recipe for an Israeli Nuclear Arsenal. 

MERIP Middle East Report (143), 9-11. 

[15] Norris, R. S., & Kristensen, H. M. (2010). Global nuclear 

weapons inventories, 1945–2010. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 

66(4), 77-83. 

[16] Delpech, T. (2012). Nuclear Deterrence in the 21st 

Century: Lessons from the Cold War for a New Era of Strategic 

Piracy. RAND Corporation. 

[17] Countryman, T., & Zagorski, A. (2018, June). ARMS 

CONTROL TODAY. Retrieved May 2, 2019, from Urgent Steps to 

Avoid a New Nuclear Arms Race: 

https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2018-06/features/urgent-steps-

avoid-new-nuclear-arms-race#endnotebio 

[18] Anthony, I. (2006). Reflections on continuity and change 

in arms control. In SIPRI Yearbook 2006: Armaments, 

Disarmament and International Security (p. 928). Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

[19] Lodgaard, S. (2011). Nuclear Disarmament and Non-

Proliferation Towards a nuclear-weapon-free world? New York: 

Routledge. 

[20] Kristensen, H. M. (2015). Nuclear Weapons 

Modernization: A Threat to the NPT? Retrieved 2019, from 

https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2014-05/nuclear-weapons-

modernization-threat-npt 

[21] Davenport, K., & Reif, K. (2019). Nuclear Weapons: Who 

Has What at a Glance. Retrieved 2019, from Arms Control 

Association: 

https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/Nuclearweaponswhohaswh

at 

[22] Blair, B. G. (2007, October 13). A Rebuttal of the U.S. 

Statement on the Alert Status of U.S. Nuclear Forces. Retrieved 

from https://www.globalzero.org: 

http://lcnp.org/disarmament/opstatus-blair.htm 

[23] Kissinger, H. (1956). Force and Diplomacy in the Nuclear 

Age. Retrieved May 1, 2019, from 

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/1956-04-01/force-and-

diplomacy-nuclear-age 

[24] Paul, T. V. (1995). The Paradox of Power: Nuclear 

Weapons in a Changed World. Alternatives: Global, Local, 

Political, 20(4), 479-500. 

[25]URL1. (2019, February 2). INF nuclear treaty: Russia 

follows US in suspending pact. Retrieved from BBC News: 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-47101429 

[26] Anderson, J. V., & Nelson, A. J. (2019). The INF Treaty: 

A Spectacular, Inflexible, Time-Bound Success. Strategic Studies 

Quarterly, 13(2), 90-122. 
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