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Abstract

This report offers an overview of the main debates in Russian military thought on deterrence and escalation
management in the post-Cold War period, based on authoritative publications. It explores discussions by Russian
military analysts and strategists on “regional nuclear deterrence,” namely the structure of a two-level deterrence
system (regional and global); debates on “nonnuclear deterrence” and the role of strategic conventional weapons in
escalation management; as well as writings on the evolution of damage concepts toward ones that reflect damage that
is tailored to the adversary. Russian military thinking on damage informs the broader discourse on ways and means
to shift an opponent’s calculus in an escalating conflict. The report concludes with summaries of recent articles that

reflect ongoing discourse on the evolution of Russia’s strategic deterrence system and key trends in Russian military
thought on escalation management.
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Executive Summary

The Russian military’s views on escalation management are a subject of considerable interest,
and debate, in U.S. and allied analytical circles. However, the structure of discussions among
Russian military analysts, plus their evolution over time, have not been a focus of significant
attention. This paper fills this gap by providing a guide to key articles and players in Russia’s
military-analytical community when it comes to regional nuclear deterrence, nonnuclear
deterrence, and damage considerations. Leveraging a large body of research, this report offers
snapshots of “debates” on escalation management approaches in Russian military thought over
the last three decades. These are not academic or purely theoretical discussions, but military-
analytical exchanges on operational concepts, strategies, doctrine, and relevant capabilities.

The findings reveal that strategic conventional capabilities are growing more important in
Russian thinking on escalation management, though some judge them insufficient for
deterrence of regional conflict. In Russian military writings, the role of nonstrategic nuclear
weapons is not only enduring, but remains prominent in regional contingencies. Russia’s
nonstrategic nuclear weapons complement conventional, while strategic nuclear capabilities
remain relevant at the highest thresholds of conflict. Russian military thought has also moved
toward concepts premised on “deterrent damage” or damage that could also be subjectively
meaningful to a specific adversary. The approach is iterative, and the desired de-escalatory
effect is clear, though opinions diverge on how best to tailor this type of damage.

Some in the Russian military-analytical community still advocate for nuclear use at
significantly earlier points in a conflict’s escalation, but the consensus across the journals
suggests that this remains a losing position in Russian military thinking. Despite the emphasis
on the role of nuclear weapons in escalation management, preventive nuclear threats are
judged to not be credible in early periods of conflict. Most analysts argue for a means of
nonnuclear deterrence that will complement nuclear-based strategies, while equally benefiting
from the coercive effect that large nuclear arsenals contribute to calibrated forms of escalation.
However the role for nonnuclear deterrence remains a complementary one to that of nuclear
weapons, at conflicts of lesser scale such as local wars, or in earlier phases of a regional war.
While some debates have clearly been settled, Russian thinking on escalation management and
war termination continues to evolve, pricing in new capabilities, integrating added flexibility
to the deterrence force structure, and responding to developments in the United States.
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Introduction

The Russian military’s views on escalation management have been the subject of considerable
interest in U.S. and allied analytical circles. Across Russia’s General Staff and Ministry of
Defense (MOD) journals, military analysts from the MOD central science-research institutes
(TsNIIs) and military academies have written, and continue to discuss, strategies for escalation
management. In these articles they discuss deterrence concepts, damage models, and apply
military science to solve for the challenge of managing escalation. Experts and institutes
advocate for the roles of nonnuclear weapons, nonstrategic nuclear weapons, or strategic
nuclear weapons in approaches to deterrence, escalation management, and warfighting.

In reading Russian military articles, one is often left with the question, how representative are
certain opinions or articles of mainstream trends in Russian military thinking? The structure
of discussions among Russian military scientists and strategists, remains a gap in our
understanding. This report offers an overview of key debates in Russian military thought on
escalation management in the post-Cold War period, based on authoritative publications,
thereby serving as an intellectual roadmap to the evolution of Russian thinking on this subject
matter during the last several decades. This work is intended as a starting point and a resource
to other researchers, academics, and analysts who wish to continue exploring this subject.

Methodology

For this project, the CNA team developed a sample of over 700 Russian-language articles from
authoritative Russian defense publications that focused on deterrence and/or nuclear issues
from 1991 to the present. The sample primarily consisted of articles from military journals,
such as Voennaya Mysl’ (Military Thought), Strategicheskaya Stabil’nost’ (Strategic Stability),
Vooruzhenie i Ekonomika (Armaments and Economics), and Vestnik AVN (Herald of the
Academy of Military Sciences). Also included were limited numbers of analytical opinion and
commentary from Russian military thinkers in the publications Nezavisimoe Voennoe
Obozrenie (Independent Military Review), Voenno-Promyshlennyi Kur'er (Military-Industrial
Courier), and Vozdushno-Kosmicheskaya Oborona (Sfera) (Aero-Space Defense (Sphere)). The
study team also analyzed several books, which were referenced by or debated within some of
these articles, and consulted a number of Russian military dictionaries.

The authors of the writings in our sample were primarily military officers employed by Russian
military think tanks or educational institutions. These included the General Staff (Military
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Academy) Center for Military Strategic Research, Ministry of Defense Central-Science Research
Institutes (TsNIIs), and Military Academy of the Strategic Rocket Forces (RVSN). Some of the
authors were retired researchers from these institutions and, at the time of authorship, were
affiliated with the Academy of Military Sciences (AVN) or the Russian Academy of Rocket and
Artillery Sciences (RARAN). The sample also included key civilian authors who have had an
impact on policy or defense planning that has contributed to the debates since 1991.

We combed across disparate sources, including online databases, websites, and libraries for
materials across several decades. As a result, the study team believes this sample to represent
a significant percentage of authoritative open source materials available on deterrence and
nuclear issues, including debates between authors, centers of research, and divergent
perspectives. We summarized all 700-plus articles in the sample and coded them based on
their assessed relevance and other analytical criteria as part of a living database on the subject.
Out of the sample, we identified around 150 articles as being directly relevant to the
development of the Russian military’s views on escalation management, including the role of
nonnuclear weapons and nonstrategic nuclear weapons, along with associated damage
concepts.

Out of those 150 articles, we selected several dozen authored by members of the Russia
military-analytical establishment that were clustered in “debates,” or around key themes. The
paper defines debates as writings by authors from various centers on the same theme within a
certain period of time. These writings may or may not reference one another. The themes
selected by the study team included regional nuclear deterrence, nonnuclear deterrence,
evolution of damage concepts, and ongoing debates about escalation management.

We focused on articles that were written by authors employed in analytical centers in MOD
TsNIIs or military academies, some of which were service-specific, and not on writings across
the military services or the nongovernmental community. The former Russian-language
writings are understudied because they can be highly technical and more challenging for
Western analysts to physically access. It should be noted that, unlike in the US, armed services
do not play as prominent a role in procurement or concept development, and they cannot be
easily divided. Beyond three main services (Aerospace Forces, Ground Forces, Navy) and two
independent combat arms (Airborne and Strategic Rocket Forces), there are numerous
directorates of troops, and branches of troops within services. It is not suitable to mirror the
service driven debates in the U.S. onto the Russian military system, though we believe the
relevant service-specific viewpoints are captured in writings from leading experts at several
military academies.

A key challenge in the implementation of this study was the difficulty in identifying the
institutional affiliation of all the authors of the relevant articles, particularly in articles from
the 1990s because of changes in how the journals presented biographical information, gaps in
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the sources, and also difficulty in tracing the career tracks of some authors. Another challenge
involved the ability to track and understand the status of restructuring and reform efforts
across Russia’s vast TsNII network over the last several decades. It is also important to note
that, aside from periodic articles summarizing key work of TsNIIs and military academies, not
much is known about the day-to-day evolution of their structures or their roles in the policy-
or strategy- making process.

In this information memorandum we offer a discussion of escalation management debates and
an overview of key analytical centers of military thought. A companion CNA report “Russian
Strategy for Escalation Management: Evolution of Key Concepts” provides a discussion of our
findings on the shifts in Russian military thinking on escalation management and war
termination, along with graphics translated from these articles and the concepts they illustrate.

Structure of this paper

This paper begins with a summary of the key players in Russian debates on deterrence and
escalation management, a detailed analysis of which can be found in the appendix. It then
proceeds to the debates themselves, beginning with the 1990s and early 2000s, when the
conversation revolved around the role of nonstrategic nuclear weapons (NSNW) in regional
nuclear deterrence and the construction of Russia’s two-level deterrence system: regional and
global. The writing then shifts to the subject on nonnuclear deterrence, a debate that has been
running through the mid 2000s and into the present.

Alongside those conversations, we explore a third topic which serves as an enabler: the role of
damage consideration. A discussion about changing damage requirements informs the broader
discourse on the best ways or means shift an opponent’s escalation calculus. We then
summarize two articles that reflect ongoing discourse on the evolution of Russia’s strategic
deterrence system, and the credibility of nonnuclear deterrence, to demonstrate the direction
and substance of current discussions. The paper concludes with a summary of the key trends
in Russian military thought on escalation management, which, in the view of the study team,
reflect strong majority opinions among the articles surveyed.
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Key Players in the Debates

The Russian Ministry of Defense (MOD) has a number of central science-research institutes
(known by their Russian abbreviation of “TsNIIs”) and military academies. The General Staff
(GS) also has a research institute—the Center for Military-Strategic Research, currently based
in the GS Military Academy. Since Soviet days, these institutes have delivered modeling and
analysis of various political, military, and technological aspects of defense and armaments
policy. Researchers at these institutes hold military ranks. Some of their unclassified research
is published in journals that seek to advance the development of Russian military science. The
Russian military, much like the Soviet military, has a robust culture of debates about planning,
doctrine, and operational art on the pages of authoritative journals such as Military Thought,
published by the General Staff. Some TsNIIs and nongovernmental professional organizations
also have their own journals.

In this paper, we focus on a handful of key players whose analysts have written on deterrence
and escalation management subjects. These include five Russian MOD’s TsNIIs: the 4 TsNII
(focused on Strategic Rocket Forces); the 12 TsNII (focused on nuclear weapons and nuclear
effects); the 27 TsNII (focused on C2, computation/modeling, forecasting, and information
infrastructure); the 46 TsNII (focused on military technology development and state armament
program justification); and the Aerospace Forces TsNII (focused on aerospace defense and
military space activity). They also included the General Staff Military Academy’s Center for
Military-Strategic Research (GS (MA) TsVSI) and the (Peter the Great) Military Academy of the
Strategic Rocket Forces. To be clear, these are but a small number of Russia’s vast network of
TsNIIs and military academies, but they are the ones we identified as working on key aspects
of the escalation management and deterrence issues over the last several decades.

The appendix at the end of this paper explores in detail the structure of the Russian military-
analytical community that is involved in research and debates pertinent to deterrence and
escalation management. We recognize that analysts from the nongovernmental community
have also been involved in some of these debates, and, even though we chose not to focus on
their writings in this paper, we included them in our depiction of the broader Russian military-
analytical community. For the purpose of brevity, Figure 1 illustrates the structure of this
community, dividing it into three categories: TsNIIs, military academies, and nongovernmental
organizations. We did not include the individual branches of the Russian armed forces as
players in this Figure because the publications of their leaders in key journals usually focus on
broader topics that have to do with service missions and only tangentially touch on escalation
management and deterrence.
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Figure 1.  Notional structure of the Russian military-analytical community
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Source: CNA.
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Debates on Escalation Management

This section of the paper seeks to answer the question, What key “debates” pertinent to
escalation management have taken place since 1991? The paper defines debates as writings by
authors from various centers on the same subject matter within a certain period of time. These
writings may or may not reference one another. The Russian military-analytical community
continues the Soviet tradition in military thought, debating concepts in military science,
operational art, and strategy. Some of the more interesting debates in recent decades have
dealt with escalation management strategies and approaches to war termination. The central
debates traced in this section include the topics of “regional nuclear deterrence,” “nonnuclear
deterrence,” and “damage considerations.” Their timeline is notionally depicted in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Timeline of debates about regional nuclear deterrence and nonnuclear deterrence

Key Debates Over Time

1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009

Regional nuclear
deterrence debate

20m 2013 2015

Nonnuclear deterrence debate

Damage considerations debate

2010 Military
Doctrine o
1999 Military e Ml_htary
Doctrine (shift in language Bochine
onnuclear use; (intro of language
(shiftin language intro of language on "nonnuclear
on nuclear use) on "strategic deterrence”)
deterrence through
the use of force")

Source: CNA.
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The regional nuclear deterrence debate focused on Russia’s development of plans to use NSNW
for regional contingencies in the late 1990s. The nonnuclear deterrence debate was a
discussion about the challenges and opportunities of long-range precision strike and other
conventional capabilities that could also be used for escalation management purposes at
various stages of conflict. A third related debate, which has persisted in Russian military
thought, centers on the evolution of damage concepts. These have evolved toward a tailored
“deterrent damage” concept that involves the employment of strategic conventional
capabilities (and potentially even nuclear weapons) on an opponent’s critical targets.

Regional nuclear deterrence

Between 1997 and 2002, analysts across the Russian military-analytical community debated a
shift toward a two-level nuclear deterrence system (global and regional) that would involve
greater reliance on NSNW for the management of escalation in a regional conflict. The study
team selected nine key articles from this debate, most of which were published in Military
Thought. This section provides a brief overview of the debate focusing on the players. For a
more substantive overview, please see the companion CNA report “Russian Strategy for
Escalation Management: Evolution of Key Concepts.”

Figure 3 depicts the central elements of the debate. For each entry, dates, name of institution,
and author name(s) are given. Colors depict the various institutional participants (note that
the same color scheme is used in the appendix for relevant institutions). A brief analysis
concludes the section.
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Figure 3. Debate about regional nuclear deterrence

Regional Nuclear Deterrence

1997/06: GS (MA) TsVSI: Kruglov
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Nuclear use is measure of last resort;
use NSNW for deterrence of primarily -
regional conflict and as military means
to curb aggression; two-level system
provides flexibility
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= NSNW used to prevent escalation of
regional conflict to large-scale war; roles
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Source: CNA analysis of Russian military journal articles.
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e Keyideas aboutregional nuclear deterrence appeared in the 1997 /06 issue of Military
Thought from GS (MA) TsVSI analysts V.V. Kruglov and M.E. Sosnovskiy. This article
proposed a two-level nuclear deterrence system—consisting of strategic nuclear
forces (SNF) and NSNW—that would give Russia the “ability to flexibly respond to
changes in military-strategic environment through the maneuver of nuclear forces and
means.” It outlined specific steps, beginning with NSNW demonstrations and
culminating in limited use on military targets that Russia could take in certain conflict
scenarios without crossing the threshold for SNF employment.!

e GS (MA) TsVSI researchers’ key “antagonist” in the debate was S.V. Kreydin from the
27 TsNIL (Kreydin continues his analytical work at the 27 TsNII on deterrence issues
today, as discussed in the final section of this paper.) In an article in the 1998/04 issue
of Military Thought, he distinguished between Russia’s use of NSNW earlier in a
conflict and its use later in a conflict. He argued that earlier use—in other words, a
shorter nonnuclear period of conflict—is preferable because it would enable Russia to
deny sea and air dominance to its adversary and afford longer protection to its own
SNF, particularly during an adversary’s aerospace attack.?

e In the 1999/03 issue of Military Thought, GS (MA) TsVSI analysts V.I. Levshin, A.V.
Nedelin, and M.E. Sosnovskiy expanded the discussion of using NSNW for deterrence
in regional and local wars, and for escalation management in the theater of military
conflict. They proposed an even greater number of escalation management steps that
could be taken once aggression had begun, discussed the circumstances of use and
potential targets, and noted that it was important to impact the adversary
psychologically. They posited that “dosed, intimidating use of NSNW in combination
with [a] demonstration of readiness to use SNF could serve as the most significant
motive for [the] adversary to deescalate military actions.”3

e  Other GS (MA) TsVSI analysts—V.A. Ivasik, A.S. Pis’'yvaukov, and A.L. Khryapin—
continued the debate in a 1999/04 issue of Military Thought, saying that Russia’s
economic situation and the weakness of its general purpose forces (GPF) forced it to
increase [the political] role of NSNW primarily for deterrence at the regional level.

1 B.B. KpyrsioB, M.E. CocHoBcku#, “O posim HecTpaTernyecKux SilepHBIX CPeJACTB B fJIEPHOM CAepXHUBaHUH,”
BoenHasi Mbicab, no. 6 (1997).

2 C.B. KpeitauH, “O npobJsieMax r/i06ajJbHOTO U PErMOHAJNBHOrO SIIEPHOTO CAEP>KHUBAHUSI KPYMHOMACIITAOHOMU
arpeccuy,” BoewHast Meicab, no. 4 (1998).

3 B.U. JleBwiuH, A.B. Hegenun, M.E. CocHoBckul, “O npuUMeHeHUHU S1EPHOTO0 OPYKUs JJIsl leaCcKalallud BOEHHbIX
JeiictBull,” BoenHasi Muicab, no. 3 (1999).
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NSNW would also be used as a “military means” to curb aggression. Russia’s nuclear
use needed to be viewed as a measure of last resort aimed at “compelling the aggressor
to decline to initiate armed actions or halt them at an earlier stage of development.”
They further echoed the phrase that the two-level deterrence system gave Russia the
“ability to flexibly respond to changes in [the] military-strategic environment.”*

e Inanother article in the 1999/04 issue, Kreydin argued that Russia should plan to use
NSNW for managed escalation chiefly on military targets in order to eliminate the
decisive superiority of the adversary’s offensive forces. Such use could involve strikes
at any stage of the conflict, and, Kreydin said, it was important that the key principle
of regional nuclear deterrence be uncertainty about the nuclear threshold for the
aggressor.>

e Inthe 1999/06 issue of Military Thought, analysts P.I. Dubok and N.A. Zakaldaev from
the Strategic Rocket Forces (RVSN) Academy reviewed the challenges for the C2
systems that would be involved in the employment of NSNW based on rocket forces
and artillery. They also argued that because limited and widespread use of nuclear
weapons is possible during any moment of nuclear escalation, one cannot be guided
by the principle of adequate measures and only in response to the adversary.6

o Inthe 2000/03 issue of Military Thought, Kreydin focused on the particular challenge
of combat resilience of nuclear forces and once again argued that Russia should
transition away from a purely defensive strategy toward an “active strategy” that
envisioned early use.”

e In the 2000/04 issue of Military Thought, TsNII of Aerospace Forces authors
Akhmerov, Kravchenko, and Sobchenko critiqued the approaches of both Ivasik et al.
and Kreydin, arguing that the practical employment of NSNW would be much more
challenging than their theoretical approaches. They noted the need to use NSNW on
military targets at the initial phase of conflict and said that, if that failed, Russia could
use NSNW on countervalue targets, potentially even hazardous facilities. Crucially,

4 B.A. Bacuk, A.C. [Tucesiykos, AJL. XpsanuH, “fiaepHoe opyx1e 1 BoeHHas 6e3onacHocTb Poccuu,” BoenHas Muicab,
no. 4 (1999).

5 C.B. KpeiiguH, “Tyio6asbHOe M peruoHabHOE siIepHOEe CAepKUBaHHEe K CHCTeMe NMPHUHIUIOB U KpUTepues,”
BoenHasi Mbicab, no. 4 (1999).

6 [L.M. [ly6ok, H.A. 3akanzaeB, “O HEKOTOpbIX BONPOCax yIpaB/eHUs] paKeTHbIMU BOMCKaMU U apTUlJIlepueld npu
OCYLIeCTBJIEHUH PErHOHATBHOTO 1IepHOro clepkuBanus,” Boennas Mouicab, no. 6 (1999).

7 C.B. Kpeiigun, “IIpo6eMbl silepHOTO CAep:KMBaHUS 6GoeBasi YCTOMYMBOCTD silepHOrO MOTeHUUana,” BoenHas
Mpoicab, no. 3 (2000).
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they noted the importance of focusing on building up GPF instead of NSNW in order to
preserve the “political” function for nuclear weapons.8

o The debate generally concluded around the time of issuance of Russia’s military
doctrine in 2000. In a 2002 article, GS (MA) TsVSI analysts V.I. Lumpov and N.P.
Bagmet reaffirmed the potential importance of the two-level deterrence system, in
which NSNW could be used to prevent the escalation of regional conflict to large-scale
war. One action would be to increase the readiness of both NSNW and SNF and engage
in their limited demonstrative or de-escalatory use. If the situation threatened to
escalate to large-scale war or the adversary threatened to use nuclear weapons, Russia
could deter the adversary by demonstrating readiness to use all the available potential
of its nuclear forces to inflict unacceptable damage on adversary.?

The debate about the potential role of NSNW in regional contingencies took place between
1997 and 2002, as Russia was debating the 2000 version of its military doctrine and
prioritization of force development.10 The debate spilled out on the pages of military journals
and allowed for a vetting of ideas that were being developed in the General Staff and other
military quarters. As a collective body of work, the regional nuclear deterrence debate also sent
an important message to the West, given that the Russian military analysts were primarily
responding to political-military concerns about Russia’s inability to defend itself against a
potential Western aerospace attack.

The analysts who drove the conceptual development were from the GS (MA) TsVSI, while an
analyst from the 27 TsNII served as the chief antagonist. Perspectives on the regional nuclear
deterrence concept were voiced by other institutes, most notably the TsNII VKO, the RVSN
Academy, and the 4 TsNIIL The TsNIIs expressed their concerns about the mainstream ideas,
proposing alternative NSNW use timelines and target sets based on modeling or other work
for their respective constituencies. They encouraged or discouraged an emphasis on NSNW
procurement in an environment of limited resources. The conclusion of the regional nuclear
deterrence debate coincided with the emergence of strategic conventional capabilities (long-
range precision-guided weapons) and interest in nonnuclear deterrence concepts, discussed
below.

8 E.H. Axmepos, H.®. KpaBuenko, U.1. Co64yeHko, “O HampaBJeHHOCTH PerHOHAJBHOIO AEePHOr0 CepXKUBaHUs,”
BoeHHast Mbicab, no. 4 (2000).

9 B. M. Jlymmnos, H. I1. Barmer, “K Bonpocy o sgepHoM caepxuBanuy,” BoenHast Muicav, no. 06 (2002).

10 See BoeHHas fgokTpunHa Poccuiickoit ®epepanuu, April 21, 2000; MuHucTepcTBO 060poHbI Poccuiickoit
®denepanuy, “AKTyasbHbIE 33/1a4U PA3BUTUS BOOPYKEHHbBIX cuJ Poccuiickoit ®egepanny,” October 2003.
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After the conclusion of the regional nuclear deterrence debate, sporadic articles by authors
from the 27 TsNII and 4 TsNII in key journals argued for the possible limited employment of
SNF at the regional level.it Later writings suggested that while the concept of regional
deterrence with NSNW was broadly understood across the military-analytical community, its
official adoption may have been challenging in practice. For example, in 2010, analysts from
the 46t TsNII noted the absence of widely acceptable criteria for the effectiveness of NSNW as
a system.12 In a 2019 article, discussed later in this paper, 27 TsNII analysts reaffirmed the
theoretical existence of a global and regional deterrence system, the latter of which continues
to rely on NSNW. 13

Nonnuclear deterrence

The debate about the role of conventional precision strike in Russia’s strategic deterrence
system began in the early 2000s and continued over following decade. The study team traced
it from 2002 to 2015 across various military journals. We used the terms nuclear deterrence
and strategic deterrence through the use of force (at the pre-nuclear level of conflict) as
interchangeable terms. This section provides a brief overview of the debate focusing on the
players. For a more substantive overview, please see the companion CNA report “Russian
Strategy for Escalation Management: Evolution of Key Concepts.”

Figure 4 depicts the central elements on the debate. For each entry, dates, name of institution,
and author name(s) are given. Colors depict the various institutional participants (note that
the same color scheme is used in the appendix for relevant institutions).

11 B. B. Cyxopytuenko and C. B. KpeiiauH, “AkTyajibHble acleKTbl Npo6GJieM SiJepHOr0 CAEepXKUBaHUSA U
JIOCTAaTOYHOCTH fI/IepHBIX BOOpYXeHUH,” BoeHHast mbicab, no. 7 (2004). B.B. BacusieHko, “AKTyaibHbIe TPOGJIEMBI
noAJep:KaHusl CTpaTeruuyeckoil cTaGUJIbHOCTU B yca0BUsAX pa3BepThiBaHus CIIA rsio6anbHoi cuctems! [1PO,”
Cmpamezuyeckas cmabuabHocms, no. 1 (2008).

12 A.B. MyHTsiny, 10.A. leyaTHoB, “IIpo61eMHBIE METOL0JIOTHYECKHE BONIPOCH! Pa3paboTKH MeXaHU3Ma CHUJIOBOTO
CTpaTeruyeckoro caepkuBaHus,” Cmpamezuveckas cmabuabHocms, no. 3 (2010).

13 AEE. Crepsiun, AA. llportacos, C. B. Kpeiinun, “CoBpeMeHHble TpaHChOpManUM KOHLENLHUH M CHIOBBIX
MHCTPYMEHTOB CTpaTeruyecKoro caepxuBanus,” Boennas Meicab, no. 8 (2019).
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Figure 4. Debate about nonnuclear deterrence
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Source: CNA analysis of Russian military journal articles.
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e In an article in the 2002/06 issue of Military Thought, GS (MA) TsVSI analysts V.I.
Lumpov and N.P. Bagmet highlighted nonnuclear deterrence (with general purpose
forces) as a separate deterrence category and noted that it is carried out prior to the
employment of nuclear weapons. Together with nuclear deterrence actions,
nonnuclear deterrence actions constitute strategic deterrence actions.14

e An article in the 2003/03 issue of Herald of the Academy of Military Sciences by V.A.
Udalov, whose affiliation we have been unable to confirm, is one of the earliest
comprehensive discussions on the role that strategic conventional capabilities could
play in Russia’s nonnuclear deterrence. The author explored the possibilities of
preemptively using a range of nonnuclear means, including conventional
intercontinental ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, and other capabilities (such as
weapons based on new physical principles) for nonnuclear deterrence. He noted that
conventionally armed ballistic missiles as well as cruise missiles could be used on a
range of opponent targets with coercive purposes. These included the use of single-
warhead mobile ballistic missiles with conventional warheads on government targets
of special importance— potentially important targets such as nuclear power plants,
petro-chemical facilities, or dams. In turn, conventional MIRVed ballistic missiles
could target heavy bomber airfields, large naval bases, or administrative locations. He
argued that nonnuclear deterrence becomes important because of the “limited
capabilities of nuclear weapons in insignificant armed conflicts and in efforts to
counter international terrorism” and that the role of nonnuclear deterrence would
increase continually. He then discussed various potential principles of nonnuclear
deterrence, and the potential of preemptive use of these capabilities.15

e Inthe 2005/01 issue of Military Thought, leading GS (MA) TsVI analysts A.L. Khryapin
and V.A. Afanas’yev described the gradual integration of strategic conventional
systems into Russia’s two-level deterrence system. This system involves the threat of
mass use of conventional and nuclear weapons as deterrence at the global level. At the
regional level, it relies on the “threat of employment of conventional and, if needed,
nuclear weapons, particularly nonstrategic” ones. The authors noted that the pacing
of escalation proceeds from a threat to use, to the actual use of, strategic conventional

14 B. U. Jlymnos, H. I1. BarmeT, “K Bonpocy o sifiepHoM caep:xxuBaHuu,” BoeHHas Mbicab, no. 6 (2002).

15 B.A. Ypasos, “Ilpo6seMHbIe BONMPOCHI PAa3BUTHUA PA3HOPOJHBIX CHUJI U CPEACTB B MHTepecax pean3aluu
MeXaHHU3Ma HesIepHOT0 CTpaTernyeckoro cAep>kuBaHus. [IpeoxkeHus no ux peannsanuy,” Becmuuk Akademuu
BoeHHbix Hayk, no. 4 (2003).
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systems on key adversary targets, and then to the threat of nuclear escalation and the
use of actual weapons “until a massive exchange of nuclear strikes [occurs].”16

e In the 2007/12 issue of Military Thought, 46 TsNII analysts V.M. Burenok and O.B.
Achasov proposed various approaches to the development of Russia’s nonnuclear
deterrence system, based on precision weapons and weapons based on new physical
principles, among others. They noted that nuclear deterrence could be “ineffective” in
preventing not only local wars but also potentially regional wars. They defined
nonnuclear deterrence as a “demonstration of readiness to neutralize the threat of
inflicting damage in retaliatory or preventive actions on vitally important interests
and objects of state potential-aggressors, which is known to exceed benefits from
carrying out the aggression.” The article reviewed various approaches to nonnuclear
deterrence, including that of Khryapin and Afanas’yev, and noted that Russia could
mix various options as it continued to develop its nonnuclear deterrence system.!?

e In the 2008/01 issue of Strategic Stability, 4 TsNII's V.I. Polegaev noted that it is
important that nonnuclear deterrence not supplant nuclear deterrence but
complement it. He proceeded to critique the article by Udalov, described above,
particularly the interest in employment of conventional ICBMs. He argued that the
choice of systems and targets would not achieve the desired effects and that, instead,
Russia needed to choose targets that would “paralyze the functioning of the adversary
system.” Polegaev noted that the approaches Udalov proposed might not be credible
or cost-effective and that, in any case, only “a rational proportion” of nuclear and
nonnuclear means in the strategic deterrence forces would “guarantee deterrence and
(or) de-escalation of military actions.” Escalation would proceed from the threat of
use, to the actual use, of first strategic conventional and then nuclear weapons.18

e Inthe 2010/01 issue of Military Thought, GS(MA) TsVSI analysts V.V. Matvichuk and
A.L. Khryapin detailed their views on deterrence. In the same year, Russia’s 2010
doctrine was approved, introducing the concept of “strategic deterrence through the
use of force.” The article discussed the “deterrent damage” concept and noted that one
main direction of the evolution of RF military capabilities was the introduction of

16 AJI. XpsinuH, B. A. Adanacees, “KoHIjenTyanbHble OCHOBBI CTPATETMYECKOTO CAepKUBaHuUs,” BoeHHass Mobicw,
no. 1 (2005).

17 B. M. Bypenok, O. B. Auacos, “HesiiepHoe caepxuBanue,” Boennast Mvicab, no. 12 (2007).

18 B.W. Iloneraes, “HesiepHoe cTpaTeruyekoe cJepKuBaHHe: MHUObI U peasbHOCTb,” Cmpamezauyeckas
cmabuabHocmy, no. 1 (2008).
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strategic conventional weapons as well as weapons based on new physical principles,
even though nuclear weapons remain the main means of deterrence.1?

e  From 2009 until at least 2014, numerous articles by analysts from the 27 TsNII in
Military Thought discussed the use of strategic conventional systems for deterrence
and escalation management tasks and the institute’s work of planning operations with
these systems, as well as aspects of targeting, including critical infrastructure.20

e  Also from 2009, until at least 2015, there were numerous articles by analysts from the
46 TsNII, particularly in the TsNII journal Armaments and Economics, that focused on
both nonnuclear deterrence and “strategic deterrence through the use of force at the
pre-nuclear phase of conflict.”21

e In the 2015/01 issue of Military Thought, published after Russia’s 2014 military
doctrine introduced the nonnuclear deterrence concept, an article by A.L. Khryapin,
D.A. Kalinkin, and V.V. Matvichuk discussed the state of Russia’s deterrence system.
They noted that Russia’s strategic deterrence system includes a pre-nuclear or
nonnuclear deterrence component alongside nuclear deterrence, and that Russia’s

19 B.B. MaTBHuyK, A.JI. Xpsinug, “CucTeMa cTpaTeru4eckoro ciep>KMBaHUs B HOBBIX YCJI0BUAX,” BOeHHAs1 MbICb, NO.
1(2010).

20 See, for example, A.A. IIpotacos, B.A. Co6oneBckuii, B.B. CyxopytueHko, A.C. Bopucenko, “ Metoguyeckoe
obecreyeHre BbIPAbOTKHU 3aMbicia npuMeHeHUss BTO 6oJibLioi AanbHOCTH B onepanuax (60eBbIx JeHCcTBUAX),”
BoeHnHasi mbicab, no. 1 (2011); A.A. Ilporacos, B.A. Co6oneBckuii, B.B. CyxopyTtueHko, 10.B. [Tankos, “BoeHHo-
3KOHOMUYECKHH aHaIM3 NMOTEHILHa/la rOCyAapCTB B MHTepecax OomnpesiesieHHUs 3aJa4 60eBOro NpUMeHeHUs CUJI
(cpencTB) B B IaHUPYeMbIX onepanusx (60eBbIxX AeHCcTBUAX),” BoeHHas Mbicab, no. 8 (2011); A.A. [IpoTacos, B.A.

CoGosieBckuH, B.B. CyxopyTueHko, “[l1aHHpoBaHHe TPUMEHEHHS CTPATErHYECKUX BOOPYKeHUH,” BoeHHast MblCAb,
no. 7 (2014); and others.

21 See, for example, A.B. MynTsny, 10.A. [leyaTtHoB, “Ilpo6eMHble MeTO/I0JIOTUYECKHE BOMPOCHI pa3pabOTKU
MeXaHH3Ma CHJIOBOTO CTPAaTeruueckoro ciep:kuBaHus,” Cmpamezuveckass cmabuibHocms, no. 3 (2010); 10.A.
[leyaTHOB, “Mojie/b KOMILJIEKCHOM OLlEHKH 3$GEeKTUBHOCTH GOEeBOTO NPHUMEHEHHs] BBICOKOTOYHOI'O OPYXKHS
60/IbLION JaJbHOCTH B MeXaHHU3Me J0sIepHOr0 CAep:KMBaHUs arpeccud npoTuB Poccuiickoit ®Pepepauuy, ”
Cmpameauyeckass cmabuabHocms, no. 3 (2010); 10.A. [leyaTHOB, “AHanu3 OTeYECTBEHHBIX U 3apyOEKHBIX
MO/X0Z0B K GOPMUPOBAHUIO KOHLENLIMU U MeXaHU3Ma C/Aep>KMBAHHUS OT pa3Bs3bIBaHUS BOEHHOH arpeccuw,”
Boopyxcenue u 3koHomuka, no. 3 (2010); I0.A. IlewaTHoB, “MeTojUyYecKUM TNOAXOJ K ONpeJesieHUI0
ClepXKHBaloILero yiiep6a ¢ y4eToM CyO'beKTHBHBIX 0COGEHHOCTEH ero BOCHPHUATHS BePOSITHBIM NMPOTUBHUKOM,”
Boopysicenue u akonomuka, no. 3 (2011); A.B. CkpeInHUK, “MeToANYecKUN anmnapaT paHKHUPOBAaHUS KPUTHYECKH
BaXXHBIX OG'BEKTOB NPOTHUBHHMKA B ILeJsX peIIeHHs 33Jayd CHJIOBOTO CTPATErMYecKoro C/epKHBaHUs,”
BoopyaceHue u skoHomuka, no. 3 (2011); A.B. CKpbInHHK, “O BO3MOXKHOM I10/IX0/le K OIIpe/IeJIEeHHIO POJIK U MecTa
OpYXHsl HallpaBJE€HHOH 3/IeEKTPOMarHUTHOW 3HEPIUM B MeXaHU3Me CHUJIOBOTO CTPATErMYeCKOro CAepKUBaHuUs,”
BoopysceHue u skoHomuka, no. 3 (2012).
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deterrence system has two levels: global nuclear and regional (which involves
strategic conventional and nonstrategic nuclear).22

o Inthe 2015/07 issue of Military Thought, an article by 4 TsNII's Polegaev and Alferov
again critiqued nonnuclear deterrence concepts. They expressed concerns that
nonnuclear deterrence might be displacing nuclear deterrence. They also noted that
Russia’s nonnuclear capabilities have been overstated and that credible nonnuclear
deterrence of an adversary’s ability to wage a “distance war” involves Russia’s creation
of operational nonnuclear response groupings. They contended that in a regional and
large-scale conventional conflict, the only credible threat could be the “catastrophic
consequences of preemptive [uprezhdauishchego] use of nuclear weapons by the side
that is losing the conflict” and lamented the rejection of this threat in the 2014
doctrine.?3

The debate about nonnuclear deterrence began in the early 2000s. In that debate, analysts
argued that strategic conventional systems could be used for escalation management. The
language about “strategic deterrence through the use of military force” by using precision
weapons appeared in the 2010 version of the Russian doctrine. As the debate continued, by
2014 the broader term “nonnuclear deterrence” had been added to the military doctrine as
well. The debate was premised on the idea that nuclear use early in a conflict could be not
credible and that Russia needed conventional capabilities for both deterrence and escalation
management purposes. Some were concerned that nonnuclear deterrence could supplant
nuclear deterrence, thereby not adequately protecting Russia from shifts in the external threat
environment.

In this debate, the concepts laid out by analysts from the GS (MA) TsVSI were operationalized
by analysts from the 46 TsNII and the 27 TsNIIL. Analysts from the 46 TsNII focused on the
broader description of the about the potential nature of nonnuclear deterrence, given the need
to inform Russia’s armament programs, as well as the more applied about the potential use of
strategic conventional systems early on in a conflict for purposes of escalation management.
They also worked out possible targets and escalation management steps. Analysts from the 27
TsNII focused on operationalizing missions and target sets for strategic conventional weapons
for limited escalation management missions as well as for strategic operations. Finally,
analysts from the 4 TsNII have continually argued that only preventive nuclear threats—and
not necessarily limited impact on key targets of an adversary—would be able to deter the
escalation of a conflict.

22 AJI. XpsanuH, [.A. KanuukuH, B.B. MaTBuuyk, “CTpaTernyeckoe clep>XMBaHHe B ycJoBHUAX co3zaHus CIIA
rjo6anbHoi cucteMbl [IPO U cpefcTB riio6anbHOro yaapa,” BoeHHas Moicab, no. 1 (2015).

23 B.U. Ioseraes, B.B. Andepos, “O HesiflepHOM C/Iep>KUBAHHUH, €T0 POJIU U MeCTe B CHCTEME CTPAaTeruyecKoro
cnepxuBaHus,” BoenHas muicab, no. 7 (2015).
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Damage considerations

Russian military writings are peppered with references to damage levels. By the early 2000s,
Russian military analysts began to debate whether damage could be “tailored” to the adversary
in specific circumstances.2* This section focuses on the emergence of the “deterrent damage”
concept and the ongoing evolution of the discourse about damage.

The concept “deterrent damage” is at the heart of current Russian military thinking on limited
use of military force, particularly when it comes to strikes with strategic conventional systems,
for escalation management purposes. The concept arose out of interests in subjective damage
concepts like “intolerable damage” that relied on a certain “civilizational factor” that made
certain actions unacceptable to civil society in an environment of globalization.25 For a more
substantive overview and a discussion of “unacceptable damage,” “intolerable damage,” and
“assigned damage,” please see the companion CNA report “Russian Strategy for Escalation

Management: Evolution of Key Concepts.”

Figure 5, below, depicts the central elements on the debate. For each entry, dates, name of
institution, and author name(s) are given. Colors depict the various institutional participants
(note that the same color scheme is used in the appendix for relevant institutions).

24 B. K. [loteMkuH, 10.B. Mopo3oB, “BoeHHo-nosinTHyeckas crabunbHocTb XXI Beka,” Hesasucumoe BoenHoe
O6ospeHue, no. 27 (1997).

25 B.H. l]pirnuko, "0 KaTeropuu ‘COOTHOIIEHHE CUJT B MOTEHI[UAJbHBIX BOEHHBIX KOHQJIUKTAX,” BoeHHas Mbicab,
no. 3 (2002).
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Debate about damage considerations
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Source: CNA analysis of Russian military journal articles.
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o The “deterrence damage” term first appears in authoritative Russian military writings
in reference to Cold-War efforts by Soviet analysts develop deterrence criteria for SNF.
As described in a 2004 article by 27 TsNII's V.V. Sukhorutchenko and S.V. Kreydin,

» o«

“deterrent’ damage” or “Prudnikov criterion” “operates on the basis of countervalue

damage, but not with its absolute unacceptable levels.” 26

e During the first decade of the 2000s, GS (MA) TsVSI continued to describe the
“deterrent damage” concept as more broadly applicable to mass retaliatory
employment of SNF.27 They also wrote in 2008 that the “upper bound of deterrent
damage [was] ‘unacceptable damage’ and that, as a basis of nuclear deterrence, there
was a logical chain “fear-inducement (intimidation)—threat of retaliation—
consequences (deterrent damage.)”28 Former GS (MA) TsVSI analysts also noted that
while a transition “toward ‘deterrent damage’ could allow to avoid excessive expenses
of resources due to the reduction of forces and means necessary to deterrence. But the
determination of the level of deterrent damage is a highly complicated and as of yet
unresolved military-scientific problem.”29

e  One of the most cited articles on deterrent damage is a 2009 article in the Herald of
the Academy of Military Sciences, in which the 46 TsNII analysts R.G. Tagirov, Yu.A.
Pechatnov, and V.M. Burenok wrote of the need for a new term that could be used in
pre-nuclear deterrence and in select limited nuclear employment situations, because
the use of the term unacceptable damage was excessive. They argued the need to
introduce the concept of “deterrent damage,” defined as “strictly dosed damage,
inflicted by nuclear and/or strategic nonnuclear forces on objects of vitally-important
infrastructure of the aggressor-state.” This damage could be objective or subjective,
depending on the nature of the adversary. 30 Pechatnov and others went on to publish
articles in Armaments and Economics and Strategic Stability that outlined approaches

26 B. B. CyxopyTtueHko u C. B. KpeliauH, “AKTyasibHble aclIeKThbI IP06JIeM 1AEPHOTO CLEeP)KUBAHUSA U
JIOCTaTOYHOCTH sSIZIEPHBIX BOOPYXKeHUH,” BoeHHas Muicab, no. 7 (2004).

27 AJ1. XpsanuH u B.A. AbaHacbkeB, KoHIlenTyasibHble OCHOBBI CTPATErMUeCKOro ciepKUBaHUs,” BoeHHas Mmblcb,
no. 1 (2005).

28 A.W. TypkuH, A.B. Ocenenbko, AJI. XpsanuH, “Posib ciepkuBaHus Kak GaKTopa CAep>KUBAHUS arpeccuy,”
Cmpameauyeckasi cmabuibHocms, no. 2 (2008).

29 Muxaua CocHoBcku#, “O siiepHOM cAepKMBaHUU B COBPEMEHHBIX YCKOBUSAX,” 0603pesamesb, no. 11 (2004)

30 P.I. Tarupos, 10.A. IleyatHoB, B.M. BypeHok, “K Bompocy 06 omnpesesieHHH YpOBHeH HempUEMJIEMOCTH
MOCJIeICTBUN NpPU pEIIeHHH 33Ja4d CHUJIOBOTO CTPATETHYECKOro cAepkuBaHus,” BecmHuk Akademuu BoeHHbix
Hayk, no. 1 (2009).
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to determining an adversary’s attitudes toward damage and proposed various damage
criteria.3!

e A 2010 article in Military Thought by analysts from the GS (MA) TsVSI defined
deterrent damage slightly differently, noting that it is “damage, which is not
comparable to the benefits, which he would seek as a result of using force.” The
authors noted that “a relevant problem is the correct scientific determination of the
level of deterrent damage.” They also pointed out that “the selection of deterrent

damage is a political decision by the highest political leadership of the state.”32

e Around 2014, the 27 TsNII analyst N.A. Morozov wrote of a methodology developed at
the 27 TsNII that analyzed the stability of an adversary’s military-political system in
order to understand how it could react to strategic deterrence measures, including the
employment of strategic conventional weapons early in a conflict.33

e Another the 46 TsNII analyst S.R. Tsyrendorzhiev cautioned that there was still no
scientifically based approach to assessing deterrent damage levels (only functional
ones) and no basis of how to “dose” deterrent damage with either conventional
precision strike or strategic nuclear weapons. He instead proposed an approach that
assessed the level of damage by the need to preserve own security in various
conditions of the military-political environment. According to this methodology,
“deterrent damage is understood as a minimally-sufficient damage, inflicted on a
subject, during which one can achieve the decrease of his abilities to form a military

31 See, for example, [0.A. IleyaTHOB, “AHa/NM3 OTEeYECTBEHHBIX U 3apYyOEKHBbIX MOAXOJOB K (pOPMHUPOBAHUIO
KOHIIEIIIMK U MeXaHU3Ma CAepP>KMBaHHUs OT pa3Bs3bIBAHUS BOEHHOU arpeccuu,” BoopysceHue u 3KOHOMUKA, no. 3
(2010); I0.A. IleyaTHOB, “MeToAuYecKUN MOAXOJ K OIpeAeJeHUI0 CAep:KUBalollero yiepba c y4eToM
CyO'BeKTUBHBIX OCOGEHHOCTEH ero BOCIPHSATHS BEPOSATHBIM IMPOTHUBHUKOM,” BoopysceHue u skoHoMmuka, no. 3
(2011), and other articles by Pechatnov in that journal. A.B. CkpbInHUK, “MeTou4YecKUi annapaT paHXUPOBaHUs
KPUTHYECKH BaXHBIX OO'BEKTOB INPOTHBHHKA B LeJAX pelleHUs 3afayd CUJIOBOrO CTpPATEruyecKkoro
cnepxxuBaHus1,” Boopyscerue u skoHomuka, no. 3 (2011); B.M. Bypenok u 10.A. I[leyaTHOB, “O KpuUTepHaNTbHBIX
OCHOBAX SIIEPHOTO cliep>kuBanus,” BoopysceHue u skoHomuka, no. 1 (2013).

32 B.B. MaTBuuyk, A.JI. XpsnuH, “CucTeMa CTpaTErM4ecKOro CAepKUBaHHUs B HOBBIX YCA0BUSX,” BOeHHAs1 MblC/b, NO.
1(2010).

33 H.A. Mopo30B, “O MeTOZ0JI0rMU KaueCTBEHHOT0 aHa/IM3a BOEHHO-NIOJIUTUYECKUX cucTeM,” BoeHHas Mobicab, no.
7 (2014).
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threat to a level, guaranteeing the achievement of RF military security.”34

e Others agreed that the “deterrent damage” concept remained somewhat
underdeveloped. As RVSN Academy analysts V.D. Roldugin and Yu.V. Kolod’ko have
written, documents and studies have differing definitions of deterrent damage: (1) In
the 2010 government document Foundations of RF politics in the area of nuclear
deterrence, deterrent (unacceptable) damage is understood to be damage that is
greater than the benefit that the aggressor expects to receive as a result of using
force—similar to the GS (MA) TsVSI analysts’ definition, noted above. (2) RVSN
Academy analysts’ work defines it as “damage unacceptable for the aggressor, the
preliminary assessment of which compels the adversary to cease to engage in
aggressive actions, but at the same time this damage is not irreversible.” (3) In works
by the 46 TsNII's Burenok and Pechatnov, also cited above, it is understood to mean
“strictly dosed damage, inflicted by nuclear and/or strategic nonnuclear means at
objects of vital importance to the adversary.” Roldugin and Kolod’ko further note that
the common thread between these three is that deterrent damage is a type of damage
that could be inflicted on an adversary in response to or as a result of deterrence
through the use of force, and the degree of which is assessed by the adversary to be
unacceptable, and compels the adversary to not initiate or continue military actions.
In turn, damage could be objective/material (involving normatives and percentage of
various target sets) or subjective, and both need to be considered (and need to
consider how different members of a coalition perceive damage and how they impact
one another).3>

e Numerous strands of work involving damage concepts came from the 12 TsNII
analysts B.A. Konyakhin, V.I. Kovalyov, and G.P. Vinokurov. For example, between
2006 and 2013, they wrote articles about the concept of “geopolitical distance” and
how that would be useful in understanding the opponent’s view of “unacceptable

34 C.P. UpipenaopxkueB, “MeToandecKUil MOAXOA K 060CHOBAaHHWIO 6ajlaHCA BOEHHBIX M HEBOEHHBIX Mep IpPHU
pelleHHH 3aJja4¥ CTPATEru4ecKoro ciepKUBaHus B A0sIAepHbIM epuoj,” BoopysceHue u skoHomuka, no. 4 (2015);
Also see C.P. LlpipenaopxueB, “K BoIpocy o MecTe TeOPUU CTPATETHYECKOr0 CAEPKUBAHUS B CUCTEME BOEHHBIX
Hayk,” BoopysceHue u skoHomuka, no. 2 (2016); 10.A. IloakopbiTOB, “MeToA ompejeseHUs KpUTepHUATbHBIX
YpOBHEHB ($a30BOM NPOCTPAHCTBe yuep6 cpefHecyTouHble moTepy,” CTpaTernyeckas cTabUJIbHOCTb, no. 1
(2017); E.B. T'oprosa, B.JI. T'mapeimeBckud, C.P. LpIpeHZ0p>KHEB, “peaJMCTUYHON OIlleHKE 3KOHOMHYECKUX
MOTEHI[HAJIOB CYyO'bEKTOB MEXAYHApPOJHBIX OTHOIIEHHWH B [JIOCTI)KEHUH BOEHHO-NIOJUTUYECKUX Iiesiei
rocyaapcTBa,” BoopysceHue u skoHomuka, no. 3 (2017); Also see C.P. Lipipengopxkues, C.A. MoHuH, “OLieHKa BK/1aJa
060pPOHOCIIOCOGHOCTH B BOEHHYI0 6e3onacHoCTb Poccuiickoit @enepannm,” Boennas Muicas, no. 1 (2020).

35 B.JI. Ponpyrus, 10.B. Kosogbko, “YTOYyHeHHe NOHSATHS CAEPKUBAIOILETO yilep6a NpU pellieHUH 3aa4 CUJI0BOro
cAepKUBaHUS KOAJULIMOHHOTO NPOTUBHUKA,” Cmpameauyeckass cmabuibHocmsy, no. 4 (2015).
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damage.”3¢ A more recent concept from the TsNII involves discussion about “de-
escalation damage” that involves understanding the potential of a negative impact on
the functioning of the adversary state’s civilian population in pre-large-scale
conflicts.37 It is not clear whether these will be as influential as some of the ones
described above.

Today, the concept of “deterrent damage” relates to tailored, and potentially subjective,
damage that could be inflicted on an adversary with Russia’s strategic deterrence forces. Over
the last several decades, various institutes have studied what could constitute deterrent
damage (and its psychological dimension of impact on the adversary) and there are indications
that the concept has been reflected in official documents. While the institutes have taken
various approaches to understanding deterrent damage, with some proposing various
methodologies and even a new concept of “de-escalation damage,” this issue remains a work
in progress and important for analysts to track.

36 B.A. Konsaxums, 10.A. [ToakopeiTos, [.H. BuHOKYpOB, “MeToan4YecKUi M0AX0/] K UCCIeJOBAHHIO HEKOTOPBIX
acrneKTOB IJI06aJbHOM CTpaTernyecKol cTabUJIbHOCTH Ha OCHOBE MaTeMaTUYeCKOro MoJe/IMpOBaHHUsl JUHAMUKU
reonoJUTUYECKUX CTaTYCOB rocyapcTB,” Cmpamezuveckas cmabuabHocms, no. 1 (2006); B.A. KonsixuH, B.U.
KoBanés, I'.Il. Buokypos, “'eonosuTryecKkre acneKThl HEMPUEMJIEMOCTH KPYITHOMACLIITaGHOT0 BOOPY>KEHHOT'0
NpPOTUBOGOPCTBA rocyAapcTB,” BoenHas Muicab, no. 06 (2013);

37 T.H. BuHokypoB, “/leackajallMOHHBIA yulep6 Kak choeuuduyeckass ¢opMa HeNpPUEMJIEMOCTH
JIOKPYITHOMACIITaOHBIX 3TanoB,” Cmpameauveckasi cmabuabHocms, no. 4 (2015); I''H. Bunokypos, B.A. Konsxus,
U.A. Ps6ueHkoB, “CouMajbHble IOCAEACTBUS KaK OCHOBAa METOJOJIOTMM (QOPMHUPOBAHUSI KPUTEPHEB
Jle3cKa/JallMOHHOTr0 yilep6a A/f JOKPYNMHOMAalITabHbIX 3TalNoB BOEHHOro KOHQJUKTa,” Cmpameauueckas
cmabusbHocmb, no. 2 (2016).
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Ongoing Debates on Escalation
Management

The final section of this paper seeks to answer the question, What do ongoing debates about
escalation management suggest about the potential future evolution of Russian doctrine and
operational planning? The section highlights two articles that focus on the ongoing evolution
of Russia’s strategic deterrence. They discuss the following topics: proposals to transition
toward a three-level deterrence system that incorporates strategic conventional capabilities,
and concerns about the credibility of nonnuclear deterrence versus potential reliance on
preventive nuclear threats. These articles offer useful insights into how Russian policy and
planning may evolve into the future. For additional thoughts on this topic, please see the
companion CNA report “Russian Strategy for Escalation Management: Evolution of Key
Concepts.”

Figure 6 depicts the central elements in the current debate. For each entry, dates, name of
institution, and author name(s) are given. Colors depict the various institutional participants
(note that the same color scheme is used in the appendix for relevant institutions as well).
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Figure 6. Ongoing debates about escalation management

Ongoing Debates About
Escalation Management

2019/08: 27 TsNII: Sterlin,
Protasov, Kreydin

Russia needs to transition to
three-level strategic
- deterrence system that more
closely integrates conventional
and nuclear capabilities
2019/11: 4 TsNIl: Ponomaryov, particularly at global and
Poddubnyy, Polegaev regional levels; need clear
functions for strategic
conventional capabilities
at local level

Nonnuclear deterrence
remains incredible at regional
level and underdeveloped;

need to rely on preemptive
nuclear threats to deter at
regional level until
operational nonnuclear
response groupings are
developed

® -

Source: CNA.

Evolution of Russia’s strategic deterrence
system

In an article titled “Modern transformations of the concepts and forceful instruments of
strategic deterrence,” in the August 2019 issue of Military Thought, A.E. Sterlin, A.A. Protasov,
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and S.V. Kreydin from the 27 TsNII write about the need to transition toward a deterrence

system with greater integration of Russia’s strategic conventional capabilities, and discuss the

potential evolution in Russian strategic operations.38 As the previous sections of this paper

have highlighted, analysts from the 27 TsNII have participated in all of the key debates about

the evolution of Russia’s strategic deterrence system. Further, the 27 TsNII has played an

important role in developing approaches to the employment of strategic conventional arms.

This article may thus serve to express its perspectives on the ongoing debates within the GS

and MOD on the upcoming military doctrine and the evolution of policies and plans. The article

also makes the following points:

The authors argue for the evolution of the existing two-level (global and regional
nuclear) deterrence system into a more general (not nuclear-focused) three-level
deterrence system (global, regional, local) that also incorporates a varied mix of
capabilities and outlines concrete roles for strategic conventional weapons.

At the local level of this proposed deterrence system, the goal would be to employ
strategic conventional weapons to deter threats from nonnuclear adversaries and “if
needed—curbing their aggression against Russia or its allies with minimal losses of
armed forces, armaments, and military equipment.” This would be like Russia’s
experience in the Syrian conflict.

At the regional level of this proposed deterrence system, strategic conventional
weapons could focus on escalation management tasks in the nonnuclear phase of the
conflict and “soften the suddenness of the transition from a failure of deterrence of
threats during a crisis toward countering them with the means of last resort.” Strategic
conventional weapons could also further increase the flexibility of strategic deterrence
and give additional chances for de-escalation before crossing the nuclear threshold in
regional wars.

At the global level, strategic conventional capabilities could help create “nonnuclear
keep out zones for the deployment of the opponent’s [primarily naval] strategic forces
and missile defense,” and “the control, through the use of force, of their military
capabilities in order to ensure the proper level of Russia’s retaliatory strategic nuclear
force strikes.” The capabilities could also help conduct “managed countervalue
escalation” on an opponent’s targets such as fuel and energy infrastructure, the impact
on which is characterized by the “infliction of dosed damage.”

38 AE. CrepsiuH, AA. llportacos, C. B. Kpeiinun, “CoBpeMeHHble TpaHChOpManuM KOHLENLHUH M CHIOBBIX
MHCTPYMEHTOB CTpaTernyecKoro caepxuBanus,” Boewnas Meicaw, no. 8 (2019).
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o However, the authors also posit that nonnuclear weapons cannot be as cost-effective
as nuclear weapons, so Russia will continue to rely on nuclear weapons to deal with
threats at the global and regional levels.

e In turn, criteria for sufficiency for strategic conventional capabilities “must be limited
by the resolution of key tasks of local wars.” These include the “achievement of
strategic initiative in the air and at sea; the isolation of the zone of combat actions; the
disorganization of command of force groupings of the adversary, the infliction of
damage on key objects of military infrastructure, and others.”

e The authors call for greater integration across the conventional and nuclear domains
and discuss the potential convergence of prospective strategic operations—operation
of strategic deterrence forces and operation of general purpose forces—into one
strategic operation in order to “optimize the use of all systems and means of armed
combat to provide for effective resolution of tasks of global, regional, and local strategic
deterrence of aggression, and if needed—to localize its scale and neutralize it.”

o The article offers views on the 2018 Nuclear Posture Review, noting that the United
States in effect has a three-level deterrence system that incorporates missile defense
and strategic conventional weapons, and that US/NATO nuclear strategy involves the
possibility of first use of nuclear weapons and uncertainty about the nuclear threshold.

o The authors also propose potential steps that Russia could take on arms control. These
include (1) declining any offers from US and NATO (which are conventionally dominant
over Russia) to negotiate on nonstrategic nuclear weapons, given Russia’s regional
deterrence needs, and (2) proposing legally binding limits on strategic conventional
weapons to counter Western initiatives on nonstrategic nuclear weapons and
neutralize the competitive advantages of US nonnuclear strategic conventional
capabilities.

Credibility of nonnuclear deterrence

In an article titled “Criteria and indicators of nonnuclear deterrence: the military aspect,” in
the November 2019 issue of Military Thought, S.A. Ponomarev, V.V. Poddubnyi, and V.
Polegaev argued that because Russia’s ability to retaliate with its strategic conventional
weapons was not sufficient to prevent regional or large-scale wars, Russia needed to rely on
preventive (preventivnye) nuclear threats.3° As the previous sections of this paper have

39 C.A. llonomapes, B.B. [loany6usili, B.U. I[loneraes, “Kputepun M mokxasaTesy HesiIepHOTO CAEPKUBAHUS:
BOEHHBIN acnekT,” BoenHass Muicab, no. 11 (2019).
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highlighted, analysts from the 4 TsNII have participated in some of the key debates on

escalation management, and they have consistently argued that nonnuclear deterrence

concepts—particularly those that involve the limited use of strategic conventional capabilities

on an opponent’s critical infrastructure for escalation management—are not credible. Theirs

appears to be a consistent dissenting voice that critically references the work of analysts from

the 46 TsNIIL. At the same time, because their primary remit is work for the Strategic Rocket

Forces, their arguments need to be taken with a certain grain of salt. The article also makes the

following points:

Historically, “no one has ever prevented a regional or large-scale conflict by
threatening the retaliatory consequences of nonnuclear forces and means.” This is why
some argue for a “nuclear component in the operation of strategic offensive forces,” but
this would then no longer constitute nonnuclear deterrence.

In the opinion of the authors, only “readiness to engage in the limited use of nuclear
weapons” could deter conventional regional or large-scale war. “But this would
significantly lower the threshold of unlimited [nuclear] use, and the aggressor may not
have a nonnuclear alternative to exit the armed conflict.”

Russia’s normative criteria for nonnuclear deterrence need to focus on “deterring the
United States and other NATO countries from initiating armed conflicts and local wars.”

There are circumstances in which the maximum level of nonnuclear damage that could
be inflicted on an opponent would not deter him from the initiation of the conflict; and
the “potential aggressor could be deterred only by consequences, greater than the
acceptable to him level of damage, or the consequences of sudden and unacceptable
actions in response,” though these actions need to ensure that the opponent has
nonnuclear options for exiting the conflict and they need to be guaranteed and
implemented by rapidly available deterrence forces.

The authors argue that, in a regional war, damage unacceptable to an opponent can
only be achieved by escalation management actions that are global in scale; however,
Russia is unable to create strategic conventional potential on such a scale. Thus, only
preventive (preventivnye) nuclear threats could halt escalation in this case.

Like in some of the previous writings by Polegaev et al,, the article’s key argument is
that Russia needs to create “operational nonnuclear response groupings” that could
inflict damage at a regional level in order to deter conflicts at a local level.

The authors also propose new normative values for damage on adversary targets for
this nonnuclear response grouping. In this regard, “qualitative indicators of
effectiveness ... could be based on the estimates of unacceptable damage to the military
potential of the aggressor, inflicted by de-escalation strikes.” This damage would be
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determined by the scale of damage on military equipment and industry, as well as
potentially by the consideration of indirect damage, including ecological consequences,
that would result from the strikes.

e Russia currently does not have the nonnuclear means and capabilities to inflict
unacceptable damage on an adversary that is able to conduct “distance wars.” These
capabilities need to be increased alongside the development of the proposed force
grouping in order to be able to deter an opponent from initiating an armed conflict or
alocal war.
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Conclusion

Taken together, these articles suggest several trends for the evolution of Russian military views
about escalation management. First, strategic conventional capabilities are becoming more
important in Russia’s strategic deterrence and operational planning, though some judge them
insufficient for escalation management at higher thresholds of conflict, particularly regional
and large-scale war. Nonnuclear deterrence remains a work in progress at the operational
level, and as an escalation management strategy requires greater investment in means. Some
continue to doubt whether nonnuclear capabilities will prove cost effective, compared to
nuclear weapons, but the trajectory appears to be towards a balanced force with a mix of both
capability types.

Second, there is an enduring role for nonstrategic nuclear weapons in regional contingencies,
and an ongoing debate about the role that strategic conventional weapons could play in the
escalation management dynamic. Russia’s nonstrategic nuclear weapons complement the
conventional and strategic nuclear capabilities, but none will substitute for the other. Strategic
nuclear forces remain in the conversation, with some arguing for their use to deliver select
conventional or nuclear strikes in support of nonstrategic nuclear weapons, though their role
seems to be concentrated at the level of large-scale war.

Third, there is an important debate about the definition of deterrent damage, and how to “dose”
it against an adversary. While opinions diverge on what deterrent damage should constitute,
the general current is to transition from unacceptable damage, calculated as some degree of
counterforce or countervalue destruction visited upon an adversary, to inflicting some degree
of calibrated damage, with conventional or nuclear weapons, in an iterative fashion against an
adversary. The range appears to cover limited damage with reversible effects to thresholds of
pain approaching “unacceptable” to the adversary in question. As of this writing, it's not clear
that subjective concepts of deterrent damage have been transplanted from the pages of
military journals and into official planning.

Finally, an undercurrent in the Russian military-analytical community continues to advocate
for nuclear threats at significantly earlier points in the conflict than the consensus across the
journals, and the statements of military and political leaders, may suggest. However, this
remains a minority opinion relative to the overall view that nuclear threats are not likely to be
credible in the early period of conflict or in conflicts of relatively smaller scope. Much of the
writing suggests that the utility of nuclear weapons in escalation management is context based,
and there is a preference to use conventional means, nuclear threats, or demonstrations first
in most contexts.
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To understand the future evolution of Russian doctrine and operational planning, Western
analysts may want to pay particular attention to writings by authors from four military-
analytical centers—the General Staff (Military Academy) Center for Military-Strategic
Research (GS (MA) TsVSI), the 4 TsNII, the 27 TsNII, the 46 TsNII, and the RVSN Academy—
because military analysts from these institutes have been at the heart of the most important
exchanges on the evolution of Russia’s approaches to escalation management.

While the existence of debates does not provide proof of the actual operational concepts and
plans, many writings do indeed reference the current state of forces and the strategic
operations for their employment, and provide clear markers of official doctrine or strategy.
These writings are also punctuated by officially released military doctrines, national security
strategies, and other documents that reveal some of the winners and losers. Furthermore, the
sides in these debates may be decidedly uneven, and the existence of an ongoing conversation
among Russian military thinkers or researchers should not be miscast as incoherence or the
absence of formally adopted doctrinal concepts. On the contrary, they confirm that a host of
conceptual debates have been settled from previous decades, and allow readers to understand
the evolution of discourse in Russian military circles by paying attention to the topics being
currently debated.
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Appendix: Key Players in Russian
Debates on Military Concepts

Ministry of Defense central science-research
institutes (TsNlls)

Five of the Russian MOD’s TsNIIs have taken part in analytical work pertinent to escalation
management: the 4 TsNII (focused on Strategic Rocket Forces); the 12 TsNII (focused on
nuclear weapons and nuclear effects); the 27 TsNII (focused on C2, computation/modeling,
forecasting, and information infrastructure); the 46 TsNII (focused on military technology
development and state armament program justification); and the Aerospace Forces TsNII
(focused on aerospace defense and military space activity). Below, we discuss each of these key
players. (The list of articles for each TsNII are intended to be representative of their
participation in the debates and not comprehensive. Please see the debates section above for
additional sourcing.)

The 4 TsNIl (Moscow Region)

The 4 TsNII (4 UenTpanbHblil Hay4YHO-UCCAeL0BaTeAbCKUNA HHCTUTYT MO P®) is one of the
oldest of the RF MOD research institutes. Its research focuses on issues related to Russia’s
Strategic Rocket Forces (RVSN) and nuclear missile weapons.#? Created in 1946 as NII-4, the
institute played a central part in developing the Soviet Union’s ballistic missile program and its
C2 system, and in ensuring the survivability of the Soviet nuclear deterrent. It has at various
points in time been a part of the RVSN.41 As described by 4 TsNII officials, during the “period
of achievement of nuclear-missile parity with the USA and to the collapse of the Soviet Union,
main efforts of the institute were directed at scientific support of ways to maintain parity.”42

Since 1991, the 4 TsNII has also focused on Russia’s approaches to US deployment of missile
defenses, cybersecurity issues, and the development of space navigation systems. Its current

40 “4 Tlaun,” RF Ministry of Defense, undated, https://encyclopedia.mil.ru/encyclopedia/dictionary/
details.htm?id=13926@morfDictionary.

41 Ibid.

42 C.E. TapaseBuy, “4 THUU - poBeCHUK paKeTHO-KOCMUY€ECKOH OTpacau cTpaHbl,” BoeHHass Mbicab, 2016 /06.
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primary focus is on the support of RVSN. As a result of numerous structural reforms since 1997,
the 4 TsNII subsumed several other TsNIIs focused on space and aerospace issues and then
saw these TsNIIs taken out of its structure in 2014. During multiple waves of restructuring and
threats of relocation, the institute lost a significant number of its staff and was once again
brought into RVSN.43

Among the authoritative writings reviewed were numerous articles written by 4 TsNII
analysts, most of whose publications focused on RVSN-related issues. The articles most
relevant for the escalation management problem set focused on critiques of nonnuclear
deterrence and ongoing conversations about escalation management, as depicted in Figure 7.

Figure 7. Relevant research from 4 TsNI|
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Source: CNA.
43 Ibid.
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The 12 TsNIl (Moscow Region)

Created in 1949, the 12 TsNII (/lBeHaAuaTbi IeHTPaJbHbIN HAay4YHO-UCCIEN0BATENbCKUI
HHCTUTYT MO P® umenu B.A. BosisaTko) conducts research related to issues of “development
and maintenance of high combat readiness and effectiveness of nuclear weapons of all types of
the Armed Forces of the RF.”#4 Its key focus has traditionally been on understanding nuclear
effects, which means that it took an active part in conducting measurements and assessments
of Soviet nuclear testing, as well as civil defense issues. Our sample included numerous articles
written by analysts of the 12 TsNII. The articles most relevant for the escalation management
problem set focused on damage considerations, as depicted in Figure 8.

Figure 8. Relevant research from 12 TsNI|
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Source: CNA.

44 “12 Inun,” RF Ministry of Defense, undated, https://encyclopedia.mil.ru/encyclopedia/dictionary/
details_rvsn.htm?id=12994@morfDictionary.
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The 27 TsNIl (Moscow)

Created in 1954, the 27 TsNII (27-# leHTpa/bHbIN HAYYHO-UCCAEA0BATENBCKUNA UHCTUTYT MO
P®) focuses on issues related to (automated) C2 systems, the information infrastructure of the
Russian armed forces, communications systems, and geodesic and navigational support.4s It
conducts extensive computational and modeling work for the Ministry of Defense, including on
forecasting the steps and outcomes in potential conflicts, and assists in the development of
concept documents. It also has created the Special Mathematical and Programmatic Support
(SMPO) software, which is used for the planning of strategic weapons employment. Like many
other TsNIIs, the 27 TSNII was faced with restructuring and staff losses beginning in 2010.4¢

The articles most relevant for escalation management from the 27 TsNII focused on regional
nuclear deterrence, nonnuclear deterrence, damage considerations, and ongoing
conversations about escalation management, as depicted in Figure 9.

45427 Humn,” RF Ministry of Defense, undated, https://ens.mil.ru/science/
SRI/infrmation.htm?id=10992@morfOrgScience.

46 A.A. TlpotacoB, “UHCTUTYT aBTOMaTHU3a[MH U COBEPLIEHCTBOBAHUS yIPaBJeHUs BOUCKAMH (CHJIAaMH): HCTOPUS
Y coBpeMeHHOCTb,” BoenHas Muicab, 2014 /07.
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Figure 9. Relevant research from the 27 TsNII
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Source: CNA.
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The 46 TsNIl (Moscow)

In 1977, the 46 TsNII (46 LleHTpabHBIN HayYHO-UCCIE0BATENBCKUM UHCTUTYT MO P®) was
created out of a branch of the 27 TsNII to focus on the development and justification of military
technology procurement and state armament programs.?’” Today, it also focuses on
standardizing military equipment, developing the technological base, developing a justification
for science-intensive projects in defense industry, and other areas.*8 Jointly with the
nongovernmental organization RARAN, discussed below, the 46 TsNII publishes the journal
Vooruzhenie i Ekonomika (Armaments and Economics). Its articles generally cover issues
related to nonnuclear deterrence and damage considerations, as depicted in Figure 10.

47 “TlosapaBJieHus KoJjier 46 HHCTUTYTY,” BoeHHast Mbicab, no. 12 (2007).

48 “46 Huwn,” RF Ministry of Defense, undated, https://ens.mil.ru/science/SRI/
infrmation.htm?id=11391@morfOrgScience.
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Figure 10. Relevant research from the 46 TsNII

46 TsNII
sts and Relev

Source: CNA.
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TsNII of Aerospace Forces (Tver’)

The TsNII of the Aerospace Forces Institute (HUL, THUU Boiick BKO) conducts research on the
issues of aerospace defense and military-space activity of the Russian Federation, and the
development of systems and means of the Aerospace Forces (in particular aerospace defense).
Structurally, it consists of several research centers that were brought together in 2014.4° The
articles reviewed tend to focus on regional nuclear deterrence and damage considerations, as
depicted in Figure 11. (Note that the articles presented in the damage considerations section in
the Figure below do not appear in the debates section of this paper because they do not focus on
deterrent damage. However, we thought that it was important that they be included here.)

Figure 11. Relevant research from the TsNIl of Aerospace Forces

esee------TsNI| of Aerospace Forces - --=-e**®
Key Analysts and Relevant Efforts

Damage Considerations

« Lyakhov, Akhmeroyv, "On the thresholds of
military security," Military Thought,
2004/04.

« Aksenov, Tret'yakov, Filin, "Main principles
of creating a system to assess current and
forecasted damage to key objects of the
strategic deterrence system," Military
Thought, 2015/06

Source: CNA.

49 “LUHnn BKO,” RF Ministry
infrmation.htm?id=12279@morfOrgScience.
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of Defense, undated. https://ens.mil.ru/science/SRI/
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Military academies

General Staff Military Academy’s Center for Military-Strategic
Research (Moscow)

Created in 1985, the Center for Military-Strategic Research (abbreviated GS (MA) TsVSI, based
on the Russian lleHTp BoeHHO-cTpaTerndeckux ucciaegoanuii (L{IBCH) (BoenHoit AkajieMuu)
['lll BC P®), carries out research at the strategic level, develops conceptual documents, and
formulates the scientific basis for Russia’s high-level military-political decisions.>® It
coordinates studies and provides scientific-methodological and information support to the
MOD. Structurally, during the last decade, it has been moved back and forth several times from
the General Staff to the General Staff Military Academy; it currently resides in the academy.51

According to reports, the GS (MA) TsVSI helped develop the concept of RF national security,
the concept of nuclear deterrence, the concept of Russian policy on nonstrategic nuclear
weapons, and Russia’s military doctrines of 1993 and 2000, among others.52 Its staff has also
reportedly been involved in the development of planning and training for key operations such
as the Strategic Operation on the Destruction of Critical Targets.53 The articles most relevant
to escalation management focus on regional nuclear deterrence and nonnuclear deterrence, as
depicted in Figure 12.

50 U.C. Jlanunenko, B.K. KonbiTko, C.B. Yapkos, "l[lepesnoBass ¢pabpuka BoeHHOW MbIcau Poccuu: mpouuioe,
Hacrosiuiee, 6yayuee," BoewHas Mobicab, no. 12 (2017).

51 B.K. KonbITKO, “O posiu U MecTe BOEHHOHM akaZleMUU reHepasbHOTO 1ITaba B CHCTeMe BOEHHOT0 o6pa3oBaHus,”
Boennas Muicav, 2010/11.

52 “LleHTp BOEHHO-CTpaTeruiekon MBbICJH,” KpacHas 38e304a, January 26, 2010,
http://old.redstar.ru/2010/01/26_01/2_02.html; C.I. YekuHos, “lleHTp BOEHHO-CTpaTernyeCcKUX UCCae0BaHUN
reHepaJjibHOro mrata BoopyxeHHbix Cus Poccuiickoit ®esepaniv: HCTOPHS U COBpeMeHHOCTb,” BoeHHast Mobicw,
1/2010/01.

53 “CeprkaHTOB Asnekcanip Binagumuposuy,” MCA.LIFE, October 5, 2016, http://mca.life/2016/10/serzhantov-
aleksandr-vladimirovich/.
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Figure 12. Relevant research from the GS (MA) TsVSI

Source: CNA.

(Peter the Great) Military Academy of the Strategic Rocket
Forces (Moscow Region)

One of the oldest Russian professional military-technical institutions, the RVSN Military
Academy (BA PBCH umenu Iletpa Besaukoro), conducts research to create the scientific

justification for main directions of the development of the Strategic Rocket Forces, as well as
to shape and implement requirements for new models of armaments and solve other science
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and practical tasks for RVSN and other services.5* The academy was moved to the facilities of
the Russian MOD Military-Technical University in Balashikha in 2015.55 The study team
selected articles focused on regional nuclear deterrence and damage considerations, as
depicted in Figure 13.

Figure 13. Relevant research from the RVSN Military Academy

esee-------- RYSN Military Academy - -++--eeee
Key Analysts and Relevant Efforts

« Roldugin, Kolod'ko, "Clarification of the
D c . d t td:tﬁrre?t t4:#amagedc>t:noept wit1'i1Ie resr?l\gng
tasks of strategic deterrence through the
amage onsiderations use of force against a coalition adversary,"
Strategic Stability, 2015/04.

Source: CNA.

54 See its website at https://varvsn.mil.ru/.

55 The move was set in motion by a directive signed by Anatoly Serdyukov in December 2007 to create a commission
to determine the relocation site for the VA RVSN. This change was only one aspect of Serdyukov’s broader set of
reforms, which sought to relocate many military higher education facilities. Some observers allege that this effort
was motivated by a desire to capitalize on the high property values of existing facilities in larger cities, and
accusations were raised in the media that the MOD planned to sell the VA RVSN facilities for 120 billion rubles.
Cepreit Hmenko, “Tenb CepatokoBa Hakpbuia U Akasemuio PBCH,” CBo6opnas Ilpecca, March 25, 2015,
https://svpressa.ru/war21/article/116472/.
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Nongovernmental professional organizations

Academy of Military Sciences (AVN)

The Academy of Military Sciences or AVN (AkazeMusi BoeHHbIX HayK) was created in 1994 by
presidential decree at the urging of Russian military science leaders. With about a dozen
regional branches, AVN focuses on all aspects of military science and defense policy.56 From its
founding until his death in December 2019, its president was the legendary Gen. Makhmut
Gareev. AVN publishes the Vesnik-AVN (Herald of the Academy of Military Sciences) journal and
co-publishes the journal Strategicheskaya Stabil’nost’ (Strategic Stability), which contributes a
portion of our RMSP sample. Many current and retired researchers from the TsNIIs and
military academies are AVN members and publish using that affiliation, and we have many of
their writings in the RMSP sample. We chose not to focus on authors whose primary affiliation
was with AVN and not with a TsNII or a military academy, because of the challenges in parsing
the degree of authoritativeness of ideas of retired military thinkers. However, because AVN
plays an important role by providing various platforms for debate, it is an important
component of the Russian military-analytical community.

Russian Academy of Rocket and Artillery Sciences (RARAN)

The successor to the Academy of Artillery Sciences, which had existed since 1946, is the
Russian Academy of Rocket and Artillery Sciences, or RARAN (Poccuiickas akagemus
paKeTHBIX U apTWUIepUHCKUX Hayk). It was formally established in 1994 by presidential
decree to provide for “the resurrection of traditions of Russian military science and the
development of research in the country’s defense complex” after the collapse of the Soviet
Union.57 RARAN’s president since 2011 has been Vasiliy Burenok, former head of the 46 TsNI],
and author of a key book on strategic deterrence issues. RARAN publishes two journals
relevant to the debate: Vooruzheniye i Ekonomika (Armaments and Economics) and Izvestiya
RARAN (RARAN Herald), articles from which are included in our RMSP sample. Some current
and retired researchers from TsNIIs and military academies are RARAN members. We chose
not to focus on those whose primary affiliation was with RARAN, because of the challenges in
parsing the degree of authoritativeness of ideas of retired military thinkers. However, because
RARAN plays an influential role by providing various platforms for debate, it is an important
component of the Russian military-analytical community.

56 See its website at http://www.avnrf.ru.

57 See its website at http://guraran.ru.
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Civilian academic institutions and think tanks

Our sample of RMSP articles included writings by analysts and scholars affiliated with
academic and other analytical centers, particularly those affiliated with the Russian Academy
of Sciences, or RAS. This was because they were participants in the policy process and played
arole in some of the debates described. For example, the work of Alexey Arbatov and Vladimir
Dvorkin of IMEMO RAS has been instrumental in various debates about regional nuclear
deterrence and levels of sufficiency for strategic nuclear forces. Similarly, Moscow State
University’s Andrey Kokoshin was instrumental in debates about nonnuclear deterrence.
Another key expert was Vladimir Dvorkin, also of IMEMO RAS. The study team did not include
them in this particular analysis. However, we noted their contributions in the respective
sections, because they represent important civilian voices and thus need to be acknowledged.
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This report was written by CNA’s Strategy, Policy, Plans, and
Programs Division (SP3).

SP3 provides strategic and political-military analysis informed by regional
expertise to support operational and policy-level decision-makers across
the Department of the Navy, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the
unified combatant commands, the intelligence community, and domestic
agencies. The division leverages social science research methods, field
research, regional expertise, primary language skills, Track 1.5
partnerships, and policy and operational experience to support senior
decision-makers.

CNA is a not-for-profit research organization that serves the public interest by
providing in-depth analysis and result-oriented solutions to help government
leaders choose the best course of action in setting policy and

managing operations.
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