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Hika Unranse

BAK/IUBICTD 3BEPEXXEHHSA TA SMIITHEHHA AJEPHOI'O CTPYIMYBAHHSA HATO
B YMOBAX POCIVICBKOT ATPECIIi ITIPOTU YKPATHU

Hocnioncenns npucesaero npoodiremaM suepHoi nomituky HATO B ymosax arpecusHoi nomituku Po-
cii Ta 3arpos 3 6oxy Kpems.

ABTOp HOCHiPKY€E icTopifo sAnepHoi noniTuky [liBHIYHOAT/IAHTUYHOTO a/lbAHCY 3 4aCy 3aCHyBaHH:A
HATO, a Takox K/II0YOBI aclleKTu peajisauii AbAHCOM HOTITUKY SANEPHOrO CTPUMYBaHHA.

YacTuHa HOCTiIKeHHA 30CepefpKeHa Ha reoCTPaTerivHuX acmeKkTax AfgepHoi Tpiagu HATO Ta oxomn-
JIFO€ TP KOMIIOHEHTH sI/IepHOI Tpiaju: cTpaTeriyHa aBialjis, MDKKOHTUMHEHTAIbHI OamicTUYHi pakeTn
(MBP) ra 6amictuyni pakern migBogaux 4oBHIB (BPIIY). ¥ cTaTTi TaKOX pO3I/ISAAAITHCSA 0COOMN-
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BOCTi BUKOPUCTAHHA AJIEPHUX CUCTEM TPbOMa OCHOBHUMMU AJlepHUMMU fep>kaBamu AnbaHcy — CIIA,
Bennxoro bpuraniero Ta @paniiero, a TAKOXK TOJIOBHUMM T€ONOMITUIHUMY CyllepHUKaMU AJIbSHCY,
3okpeMa Pocilicbkoro ®epiepalliero, 3Baykalouy Ha pociiichbKy arpecito nmpoTu Ykpainu, tTa Kuraiicbkoro

HapopHoro Pecrry6mikoro.

Kniouosi cnosa: HATO, sipepHa Tpiaga, cTpuMyBaHH:, 060poHa, [liBHiYHOATTAHTIYHA pajja, CTpare-

riyHi pakeTy, 6aTiCTUYHI paKeTu.

Introduction

Nuclear deterrence is a cornerstone of NATO’s de-
fense and deterrence policy. Although the Alliance is
not a formal party to arms control negotiations, it has
long been committed to arms control, disarmament,
and non-proliferation. Within the Alliance, consulta-
tions continue in various formats (the North Atlantic
Council, the Nuclear Planning Group, and the Defense
Planning Committee). The main purpose of these con-
sultations is to focus on issues related to today’s arms
control architecture. At present, NATO is successfully
balancing nuclear deterrence and disarmament aspi-
rations, although for a 30-member organization this is
quite a challenge. Over the years, NATO has experi-
enced a major crisis in terms of nuclear identity. Some
Allies have sought to strengthen the Alliance’s arms
control profile, while others have consistently opposed
changes in this direction. It is also noteworthy that the
position of NATO has often changed under the influ-
ence of significant changes in the field of international
security. Despite conflicting views within NATO on
nuclear deterrence, it has evolved into a nuclear alli-
ance that effectively ensures peace and security in the
Euro-Atlantic region. Today, European security faces
the greatest challenge since the Second World War: on
the border with NATO, one sovereign and independ-
ent state is waging unprovoked, unjustified war against
the world, while threatening the world with nucle-
ar weapons. In this unprecedented situation, NATO
needs to maintain and further strengthen its nuclear
deterrence policy to ensure lasting peace and stability.
In this article, we review the history of NATO’s forma-
tion as a nuclear alliance and the importance of main-
taining and strengthening its nuclear deterrence and
conventional defense capabilities.

Formation of NATO as a nuclear alliance

The 1960s marked a turning point in terms of arms
control and non-proliferation. The Cuban Missile Cri-
sis, the Soviet Union’s technological advances in in-
tercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and China’s
nuclear tests in 1964 raised serious questions about
President Eisenhower’s “massive retaliation” doctrine.

Accordingly, the Kennedy administration decided to
create an arms control architecture. Negotiations un-
der this policy led to the signing of the Limited Test
Ban Treaty in 1963, and subsequent negotiations led to
the signing of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) in 1968 (UN Department of
Public Information, 2004, pp. 124-125). Arms control
and disarmament were not a priority for the Alliance
until the 1960s. However, the changing global security
environment pushed NATO to adapt to the new reality.
In this regard, the first significant changes within the
Alliance took place in 1966-1968 (Wenger, 2004). This
transformation was based on the Future Tasks of the
Alliance (the so-called “Harmel Report”, prepared by
the then Prime Minister of Belgium, Pierre Harmel),
which set out the goals of the Alliance. Since that time,
NATO’s strategy has focused on providing defense and
preventing aggression through a combination of polit-
ical restraint (détente) and an adequate military arse-
nal. According to the document, “military security and
tension reduction are not mutually exclusive, but com-
patible” (NATO, 1967): “Obviously, the Alliance must
pay special attention to arms control issues. Arms con-
trol issues and possible security measures must be con-
sidered with the same care and attention that NATO
treats military planning, strategy, and nuclear matters.
The Council frequently discussed arms control issues.
Disarmament experts have even discussed these issues
at the technical level in regular meetings. While this
effort is very valuable, it is not enough. The Alliance
should establish a regular and permanent mecha-
nism to study and evaluate all aspects of proposals in
this area. This can be achieved following the Coun-
cil's mandate through the establishment of a separate
Standing Committee, the Committee on Arms Control
and Disarmament” (NATO, 1967).

The issue of establishing the above-mentioned com-
mittee was also discussed in the same document. Al-
though the Committee was not established, the docu-
ment was an important step forward in initiating the
arms control process within the Alliance. In 1965, a
related major change in the United States’ foreign pol-
icy regarding nuclear weapons took place. President
Johnson decided that the sharing of nuclear weapons
with the Allies (which had been the practice since Ei-
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senhower’s presidency) and the ongoing negotiations
with the Soviet Union on arms control and non-prolif-
eration were incompatible. As a result, Johnson said it
would be appropriate to set up a “Nuclear Defense Re-
lations Committee” and a “Nuclear Planning Group”
These new institutions laid the groundwork for the
consultation and planning process on the possible use
of nuclear weapons and abolished the physical control
of the delivery systems that the Alliance had exercised
before the amendments were adopted. Although this
decision was not met with enthusiasm by the Allies,
they had no other alternative and agreed to the chang-
es (Buteux, 1983; Haftendorn, 1996). In 1977, the Alli-
ance formed the High-Level Group to negotiate the
SALT I and SALT II negotiations, to discuss the Alli-
ance’s m o dernization of medium-range and short-
range nuclear missiles (INF), and to establish a com-
mon position on the Soviet Union’s deployment of new
missile s ystems (Arms Control Association, 2019;
NATO, 2022). As a result, on December 12, 1979,
NATO developed a Dual-Track policy, which stated
that “NATO would begin to modernize its nuclear ar-
senal and deploy US cruise missiles and Pershing II
missiles in Europe, but at the same time actively seek
to reach an arms control agreement with the Soviet
Union” (Guchua, 2021). “If successful, it would remove
the missile deployment from NATO’s agenda” (Gu-
chua, 2021). Arms control negotiations took on special
significance during the Reagan administration. As a
result of a long process, a new architecture of arms
control has been developed. The Short and Medium
Range Nuclear Weapons (INF) Treaty was signed in
December 1987, which can be considered the most
important event in the history of arms control. The
treaty was aimed at destroying an entire class of nucle-
ar weapons. The North Atlantic Council expressed sat-
isfaction with this and stated that the document is
compatible with the security of the Alliance (NATO,
2019). A fter the end of the Cold War, the Alliance
faced a new reality. It had to redefine its role and decid-
ed to make additional efforts to reduce conventional
and strategic weapons, to continue strategic arms re-
duction negotiations and to remain committed to arms
control obligations if it maintained a nuclear arsenal.
These issues were first discussed at the 1989 NATO
Summit. The Alliance then adopted the Comprehen-
sive C oncept for Arms Control and Disarmament
(NATO, 1989), which aimed to develop arms control
and disarmament. While the concept emphasized the
importance of nuclear weapons for the Alliance’s de-
fense and security, it nevertheless had a clear preference
for strategic arms reduction: “The Allies express their
readin e ss to make increasing progress in achieving
their arms control objectives. Further development of
the comprehensive concept will be carried out through
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the development of an integrated approach that in-
cludes interoperable defense policies and arms control
policies. Working in this direction also requires full
consideration of the specifics of the interrelationship
between arms control tasks and defense requirements
and of strengthening the Alliance’s security in the con-
text of individual and joint work of various arms con-
trol mechanisms. The guidelines and key objectives of
arms control remain the same” (NATO, 1989). This po-
sition was reaffirmed in NATO’s 1991 and 1999 Strate-
gic Concepts, which stated: “The Alliance will maintain
an ade q uate supply of nuclear weapons in Europe.
These weapons must have the necessary characteristics,
appropriate flexibility, and survival capability to be per-
ceived as a credible and effective element of the Alli-
ance’s war prevention strategy. Arms will be maintained
at the minimum, the satisfactory level necessary for
peace and stability” (NATO, 1991). Even in the 21st
century, due to conflicting positions, the Alliance is
again faced with a dilemma. Some member states be-
lieved that NATO should devote itself entirely to arms
control and non-proliferation. The signing of a new
START treaty between the US and Russia in April 2010,
the first UN Nuclear Security Summit in April 2010,
and the NPT Review Conference in May 2010 put addi-
tional pressure on the Alliance to strengthen its arms
control policy. However, a group of experts selected by
NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen to
work on recommendations for a new strategic concept
published a report on 17 May 2010 stating that: “NATO
must maintain a safe and reliable nuclear arsenal at a
minimum level that is relevant to the security situation
and share broadly the responsibility for its deployment
and operational support. Any change in this policy, in-
cluding the geographical redistribution of NATO nu-
clear weapons deployment in Europe, like other impor-
tant decisions, must be made by the entire Alliance.
NATO should invite Russia to the ongoing discussions
on nuclear visions, concepts, doctrines, and transpar-
ency, and should establish a special advisory group to
coordinate the ongoing dialogue on nuclear issues in
the Alliance” (NATQ, 2010a). As a result, in Decem-
ber 2010, NATO adopted a new strategic concept. Ac-
cording to the document, the Alliance maintains and
strengthens its nuclear arsenal as an integral part of its
defen se and containment policies. Most importantly,
for the first time in history, the document states that
NATO is a nuclear alliance - a term never used before,
even during the most acute phase of the Cold War: “Re-
straint based on an adequate mix of nuclear and con-
ventional capabilities remains our strategy. As long as
there are nuclear weapons, NATO will remain a nuclear
alliance” (NATO, 2010b). At the 2012 Chicago Summit,
the Alliance adopted the Deterrence and Defense Pos-
ture Review (DDPR) (NATO, 2012), which finally de-
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fined nuclear deterrence and arms control as a corner-
ston e of NATO security. Based on the DDPR, the
Special Advisory and Consultative Arms Control Dis-
armament and Non-Proliferation Committee (ADNC)
was set up to build a dialogue with Russia on confi-
dence-building and transparency issues (NATO, 2022).

Strengthening NATO nuclear deterrence

In 1984, Ronald Reagan said: “I believe that we cannot
leave a new generation in a world that lives in con-
stant fear of this weapon and knows that any crazy
person can push a button” (Chitadze, 2008). Conse-
quently, arms control and non-proliferation remain
an important task for the international community, as
it is the only way to ensure world peace and stabili-
ty. However, in this process, the participants need to
adhere to the idea of the destruction of nuclear weap-
ons in good faith. From today’s point of view, due to
the existence of such an authoritarian hostile force as
Russia, a world free of nuclear weapons will remain a
dream for many generations to come.

Over the years, Russia has undermined the basic tenets
of an arms control architecture. It violated the terms of
the INF Treaty, suspended the Convention on Conven-
tional Arms in Europe (CFE), failed to fulfill its obliga-
tions under the Vienna Document, repeatedly violated
the Open Skies Treaty (causing the US to withdraw
from the treaty, and then declared itself the victim)
and deliberately violated the Commitments under the
Budapest Memorandum.

NATO has tried to deal with this dangerous reality and
has repeatedly called on Russia to fulfill its commit-
ment s through arms control, non-proliferation and
disa rmament mechanisms, but Russia’s position has
remained unchanged. In such a situation, it has be-
come difficult for NATO to maintain the traditional
balance between nuclear deterrence and the pursuit of
disarmament. It should be noted, however, that NA-
TO’s categorical position on the Treaty on the Prohibi-
tion of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) is fully justified in
this unpredictable situation, as it “does not reflect the
architecture of growing international security environ-
ment” (NATO, 2020). In addition, Russia’s annexation
of Crimea in 2014 once again showed that Russia does
not want to ensure peace and stability following the
principle of cooperative security in Europe.

The annexation of Crimea made significant changes
to NATO’s defense and containment policies. At the
2016 Warsaw Summit, the Alliance adopted a commu-
niqué underscoring the unity of the Allies on the im-

portance of nuclear containment. Given the extremely
difficult security situation in the Euro-Atlantic area,
when Russia is waging unprovoked and unjustified
war against Ukraine, NATO must take a firm stand on
maintaining and strengthening its nuclear arsenal. It is
expected that, as before, some NATO member states
will be willing to give up nuclear and conventional
weapons in favor of arms control and disarmament,
and will be willing to make additional concessions in
this regard with Russia. NATO allies must fully under-
stand the dangers of such concessions and act accord-
ingly. While focusing on strengthening the role of the
Alliance as an armament and control forum, NATO
needs to be able to, in the new strategic concept adopt-
ed at the Madrid Summit in June 2022, make an ade-
quate record of strengthening nuclear deterrence and
defending conventional defense.

Geostrategic aspects
of the NATO Nuclear Triad

The nuclear triad includes three types of strategic
nuclear delivery systems: strategic bombers, inter-
continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and subma-
rine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). While the
United States did not intend to build the Triad, many
analysts believe that the presence of bombers, surface-
to-air missiles, and submarines reinforces its policy of
containment. Some scholars argue that the nuclear tri-
ad is an artifact of the Cold War and its capabilities are
overestimated. However, the role and significance of
the nuclear triad are quite real even in modern times,
especially after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. Thus, the
triad remains one of the main factors of restraint.

As for bombers, before the invention of long-range
missiles until the 1960s, they were the only means of
transporting nuclear weapons. Their high vulnerability
to anti-aircraft systems, which reduced their ability to
move safely, led to the need to develop new means of
transport. And the main task of the politicians and dip-
lomats was to provide a signal to the allies of nuclear
readiness and adversaries for a policy of containment.

ICBMs can be mounted and placed in reinforced bun-
kers, or they can be launched on the territory of their
own country by various moving means. For example,
stationary mine bases and mobile track and motor
facilities can be used. The existing weapons include
NATO’s Pershing and the Russian Federation’s Topol,
which belong to the strategic missile system class.

SLBMs are quite protected because they can stay unno-
ticed for a long time in the water at great depths where
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they are very difficult to detect. In the nuclear triad,
this component after ICBMs is perceived as the second
most powerful means of a nuclear strike.

The problem with missiles and nuclear weapons is
an “old” threat. But, at the same time, it has a quali-
tatively new dimension, which has come about due to
the expansion of the circle of owners of these weap-
ons and the instability of their behavior in this regard.
During the Cold War, the strategic balance of a nucle-
ar confrontation was finally established, with the in-
troduction of “mutually guaranteed destruction”. This
stability was complemented by the virtually complete
rejection of defenses against offensive missile-based
nuclear weapons. Subsequently, the maintenance of
this stability between the USSR (and its successor
the Russian Federation) and the United States was
accompanied by a radical reduction of missile-nucle-
ar weapons levels and the maintenance of a targeted
mutual defense against the possible exchange of nu-
clear missile strikes. Unlike the Soviet Union (RF) -
US equalization, which has been implemented on the
principle of equality or parity since the 1960s, other
nuclear powers (the UK, France, China) have ensured
their security by possessing nuclear missiles and more
advanced strategic weapons on the principle of “suffi-
ciency” for inflicting unacceptable damage to the ag-
gressor in return. They also did not have or develop
anti-missile defenses. As for the UK and France, their
position was partly explained by the fact that they were
allies of the US and hoped for American help in ensur-
ing their security (Gvenetadze, 2017).

The emergence of new nuclear states in terms of geo-
political aspects poses a major threat to global secu-
rity. The dissemination of nuclear technologies and
expertise in this field is a matter of concern, because
these technologies and existing expertise can fall into
the hands of terrorists. They want to seize nuclear
materials and other components of weapons of mass
destruction. The possession of nuclear weapons will
inevitably lead to significant geopolitical changes in
the future. While in the modern period many states
are trying to strengthen ties with the states holding
nuclear weapons, the issue of fighting global prolifer-
ation is one of the most important problems in inter-
national politics. Nuclear states do not want to give up
and liquidate their existing nuclear arsenals. They are,
on the contrary, refining and improving the compo-
nents of the existing strategic strike weapons, which
puts the world at greater risk.

It is important to consider a nuclear power moderniza-
tion study by members of the Nuclear Club. The Unit-
ed States is engaged in an intensive modernization
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of its entire nuclear arsenal from storage to delivery
systems. The program is projected to be completed
by 2046 and is expected to cost 1.2 trillion USD, of
which 494 billion USD will be allocated between 2017
and 2026. Its reconstruction program targets the triad,
tools, and infrastructure, as well as wave and control
systems of nuclear delivery systems on land, in the air,
and at sea. The United States is reducing the variety
of its nuclear weapons from 10 to 5 through the Life
Switch Program (LEP) and upgrading the remaining
weapons (W76, W80, W87, W88, and the B61) (Arms
Control Association, 2019). Similarly, delivery systems
such as the Minuteman III ICBM, the Trident II sub-
marine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM), as well as
the B-2 and B-52 bombers, are undergoing moderni-
zation. The U.S. Navy is also modernizing the subma-
rines launching SLBMs by replacing the Virginia class
with the new Columbia class.

In addition, Washington has begun developing new
systems to replace some of the bombers and ICBMs:
the B-21 is scheduled to be used by 2023 to replace the
B-1 and B-52 bombers, and the “key strategic deter-
rent” (GBSD) is to be replaced by the Minuteman III
in 2028. The United States also plans to modernize its
non-strategic nuclear weapons through its relationship
with NATO. While the U.S. nuclear modernization
program still includes upgrading or modifying exist-
ing capabilities, the previous declarations by former
US President Donald Trump have allowed the United
States to increase the size of its arsenal.

Regarding France, in an address to the French Armed
Forces in January 2018, President Emmanuel Macron
said that the country’s nuclear arsenal — both naval and
air — should be renewed by 2035. The French govern-
ment will allocate 37 billion EUR from 2019 to 2025
to maintain and modernize its nuclear arsenal — about
10 % of the defense budget. Paris is planning to mod-
ernize its ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), which
will be equipped with the new model M51 ICBM
by 2025, and announced the idea of launching non-
nuclear SSBNs by 2030. The new air system, ASN4G,
will replace some of France’s air cruise missiles by 2035.
In parallel, the Rafale B will replace the Mirage 2000N
aircraft as the main delivery system for the arsenal of
air-to-air cruise missiles.

The United Kingdom, the third member of the Nucle-
ar Club, is the only nuclear power that has reduced the
naval component of its nuclear arsenal. Trident’s un-
derwater successor program will replace the existing
4 SSBN s in the UK arsenal. The use of the new Dread-
nought class submarines is planned for the 2030s. The
UK is also working to increase the life expectancy of
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its Trident IT missiles. The modernization costs, ac-
cording to the initial budget has amounted to 31 bil-
lion GBP, but the costs are expected to increase by
about 10 billion GBP for the need of additional in-
vestment associated with the nuclear reactor plant. In
May 2018, the National Audit Office noted that an ad-
ditional 2.9 billion GBP would be needed to maintain
nuclear renewal plans for the next decade.

US. nuclear modernization involves upgrading
atomic bombs deployed on European bases. Thus,
the modernization of such weapons storage facili-
ties requires a dual-capacity aircraft used as a means
of transporting weapons during contingent events.
The United States and its allies are already taking the
necessary steps.

As part of its large-scale nuclear weapons moderniza-
tion program, the United States has upgraded the B61
gravity bombs currently in use in Europe. In the new
version, the B61-12 is led by nuclear bombs, which
is the result of the consolidation of five B61 variants.
The next decade will see the development of a guided,
low-performance nuclear bomb, and a total export cost
of B61-12 will be approximately 7.5-10 billion USD.

Lockheed Martin was awarded a 350 million USD
contract to adapt the F-35 joint strike fighter to make
it possible to carry the new B61-12. Today, Belgium,
the Netherlands, Italy, and Turkey have chosen the
F-35A as a replacement for their dual-capacity aircraft
(Guchua, 2021). Germany has decided to replace the
current PA-200 Tornados with the Eurofighter but has
not announced whether it will buy the F-35A for its
dual-capacity missions.

Geopolitical rivals of NATO
in the field of Nuclear policy

Discussing nuclear policy of NATO, it is also impor-
tant to analyze the nuclear policy of the two main ge-
opolitical rivals of NATO: the Russian Federation and
China.

Nuclear strategy of Russia

Like the United States, Russia plans to modernize its
nuclear triad. For the past 15 years, Russia has been
working to modernize its ICBM capabilities, focusing on
the development of the RS-12 Multiple Independently
Targeted Re-entry Vehicle (MIRV) version. It is also de-
veloping the RS-28 Sarmat, a heavy ICBM equipped with
MIRV. Although the replacement program is slower than
planned, the replacement of Soviet-era ICBMs should be

completed by 2024. Russia is also modernizing nuclear
infrastructures such as silos, centers, or garrisons.

At the same time, a similar modernization of marine
components is underway. SSBN’s new version, the
Borei class, has successfully replaced the Soviet Deltas.
Three members of the Borei class are already function-
ing, while the other five will continue to be constructed
over the next three years. Finally, after the moderniza-
tion of the Tu-95MS bombers, Russia is talking about
the development of its next two generations of bomb-
ers: the Tu-160M2, which is to be built after 2023,
and the PAK-DA, which is to be tested in 2023 and
released by mid-2020. However, some analysts ques-
tion the possibility of the simultaneous development
and production of two Russian strategic bombers (Gu-
chua, 2021).

In March 2018, President Putin unveiled a plan for six
new nuclear weapons systems, including two nuclear
weapons (a submarine drone and a cruise missile),
an air-to-air missile, and a supersonic stimulator. In
addition, nuclear modernization is expected to contin-
ue in Moscow (Guchua, 2021).

Nuclear strategy of China

China has a relatively small, albeit slowly growing,
nuclear arsenal. According to the country’s official
military strategy, Beijing’s nuclear policy is aimed
at “strengthening [Chinas] strategic deterrence and
nuclear counterattack” through “strategic early warn-
ing, instant response, and viability, and defense capa-
bilities” (Guchua, 2021).

China’s nuclear modernization, which has greatly im-
proved the quality rather than the number of nucle-
ar arsenals, reflects its desire to increase the strength
of its nuclear forces. It focuses on improving the re-
sponse to systems deployed by the United States
and other countries, particularly the development of
ballistic missiles and the accuracy of directly guid-
ed missile systems. Moreover, China is particularly
concerned about the development of US intelligence
and surveillance capabilities. It is replacing existing
silo-based missiles with the mobile DF-41, which has
an estimated range of 12,000 km. In response to the
development of the US Global Missile Defense System
and to reduce the effect of Indian and Russian missile
defense systems, China has developed several MIRVs.
In parallel, China is developing its naval nuclear com-
ponent: it has developed four, potentially five-core SS-
BNs that can be equipped with the JL-2 SLBM. With
a range of 7,200 km, the JL-2 provides Beijing with its
first naval nuclear link (Day, 2019).
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Conclusion

The arms control architecture is an important achieve-
ment of the international community, which in itself
is committed to global peace and stability. Over the
years, NATO has developed into a unique platform for
dialogue on arms control, disarmament, and non-pro-
liferation. Different countries are constantly changing
their views on nuclear challenges and are facilitating
consultations and negotiations on arms control. The
complete elimination of nuclear weapons must remain
the main objective of the international community.
However, the fulfillment of this mission imposes many
obligations on all participating states. In the unpre-
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dictable environment created by Russia’s violent and
hostile actions, NATO is in immediate danger. This
situation requires a tough and firm response from
the Alliance. Experience has shown that, despite nu-
merous attempts to maintain NATO’s commitment to
complete disarmament and non-proliferation, chang-
ing conditions forced it to act following existential
needs. As a result, it turned into a nuclear alliance, thus
making an unprecedented step in the history of inter-
national relations and global security. Security chal-
lenges again oblige the Alliance to remain true to its
tradition of adaptability and take adequate measures
to enhance its nuclear deterrence and conventional de-
fense capabilities.
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