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Evolving Russian Per spectives on Missile Defense:
The Emerging Accommodation

Foreword

By
Amb. Max Kampeman

The 21gt Century is beginning with encouraging signs that the Cold War may indeed be
buried as afootnote in history. Other crises, such asthe issue of terrorism, could well
hasten that buriad. Much will depend on whether the missile defense differences between
the United States and Russiawill, in spite of press reports and political hand wringing,
disspate and become, instead, a vehicle for stability between our two countries.

In 1983 President Reagan initiated the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) project to
explore and develop new defensive technologies. He publicly, aswell as privately,
expressed his desire to work cooperatively with Moscow, especidly given the fact thet
“rogue states’ were developing missile technology capable of carrying nuclear, biologica
and chemica warheads of mass destruction. The Soviets were, however, highly
suspicious of our motives at the time, and viewed the ABM Treety asacritica tool for
condraining our defensve technologica capacities.

It was my privilege from 1985 to 1990 to head the United States Delegation at the
Geneva negotiations with the Soviet Union on nuclear arms reduction and missile
defenses. When our talks began, the Soviets informed us that they would not agree to
any reductions in offendve nuclear missiles unless we agreed to end our Strategic defense
initiative. Endless discussions between usin Geneva, and between Secretary of State
George Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze, strengthened by
exchanges between Presidents Reagan and Gorbachev, led to treaties completely
diminaing dl intermediate range missles and sgnificantly reducing the number of
drategic nuclear missiles on both sdes. These treaties were not contingent on any
changein our stated determination to proceed with our missile defense program! 1t was
clear to me that the Soviets were beginning to waver in their concerns about our missile
defense plans.

After the Soviet Union collgpsed, the dialog continued with newly independent Russia
A condructive initigtive by Russia s Presdent Y dtsin in 1992 demonsdtrated thet they
were beginning to re-evauate the new missile threats. Harkening back to President
Reagan’ s vison of bi-laterd cooperation on missle defense, Yéetsn, at the United
Nations, proposed the development of ajoint United Nations globa protection system.
Thisfollowed a January 1992 statement by Marshal Shaposhinkov, the Commander of
the Joint Armed Forces of the Commonwedlth of Independent States, who stated thet it
was essentid to “control space so that no unauthorized employment of such weapons
(ballistic missiles) can be undertaken by any third country.” He went on to say that “it is



time to think about a globd defense system.” Vladimir Lukin, in October 1991, who was
then Chairman of the Internationa Affairs Committee of the Supreme Soviet and later
became Deputy Chairman of the Duma, said, “... The United Statesis extending a hand to
usfor ared dliance in the nuclear sphere and the strategic defense system.  If we agree
on this, we could be talking about a strategic defense system for the whole of mankind --
that is, aStuation will arise where we, together with the United States, Europe, and all
demoacratic countries, will protect oursalves from people such as Saddam, capable of
destroying mankind.”

Asthis vauable report narrates, the RossMamedov high-leve taks between the United
States and Russia seemed to lead to further agreements and understandings between us
with respect to how we could proceed with missile defenses within the context of
maintaining stability between our two countries. Regrettably, the Clinton administration
opposed, at that time, U.S. missile defense deployment, and discontinued the promising
Ross’Mamedov taks. To fill that void, talks were carried on informally by Americans,
who were not government representatives, with Russians who were assumed to be
without governmentd authority. The National Ingtitute for Public Policy, under the able
direction of Dr. Keith Payne, played amgor role in this congtructive undertaking.

In 1997, | had the privilege of testifying before the Internationa Security Subcommittee
of the U.S. Senate Committee on Governmenta Affairs. The subject of the hearing,
chaired by Senator Thad Cochrane, was the need for the United States and the Russian
Federation to reach some accommodation on the subject of missile defenses and the
future of the 1972 ABM Treaty. In essence, my position then was that the United States
and Russaought serioudy to explore cooperative ways in which our respective nationd
interests with regards to missile defense could be satisfied. | noted President Reagan's
pledge to share our research findings with the Soviet Union. | believed then that the
United States and Russia could find a cooperative solution to the issue of missile defense.
The thought remains vaid.

This prospect may at first glance appear today to be anachronigtic. The United States has
dready announced itsintent to withdraw from the ABM Tregty, and Russan officids
continue to voice their opposition to our missile defense objectives. Today’s news,
however, represents only a single point dong the path that promisesto lead to a more
cooperative future.

Prior to the adoption of the ABM Treaty, in the midst of the Cold War atmosphere, the
United States argued that limiting rather than extending strategic defenses was desirable
because it would diminate the incentive to increase our respective offensve arsenas.
The Soviet Union disagreed at the time, arguing that missile defense was a preferable
dterndive to relying primarily on offendve deterrents for security. With time and
negotiations, Soviet concerns about the advancement of U.S. missile defense technology,
accompanied by U.S. concerns about the expansion of the Soviet offensve arsend, led
both nationsin 1972 to Sgn the ABM Treaty. It isimportant to note that even then, both
Sdes recognized that they had not written the find word on missle defense. The

Treaty’s Agreed Statement D dedlt with the need for further talks to address new



technologies that would surely develop; and Articles 13 and 14 provided a mechanism for
amending the Treaty. Article 15 dso gave both sides the ability to withdraw from the
Treaty should it cease to serve their nationd interests.

The ddes continue to reassess thair interests in missle defense today. Russa's President
Vadimir Putin agrees with Presdent Bush “when he saysthe world is changing very
rapidly, and that new threeats could emerge.” He dso publicly suggested ajoint early
warning system to be located in Russa. It would not take too much of ajump to extend
thisideato include ajoint missle interception plan aswell. Putin hasdso cdled for
“umbrellas’ to “jointly protect dl of Europe,” aproposa which some knowledgeable
Russians interpret as meaning “boost phase” defenses. More recently, he has proposed a
“non-drategic” European missle defense program to protect armed forces and civilians.
Putin must obvioudy appreciate that by encouraging European defenses, he implicitly
acquiesces to the U.S. intent to find appropriate missile defenses for ourselves.

The study that followsis a vauable contribution to the subject of missile defense,
designed to strengthen a process of cooperation between the United States and Russiaas
we look to arrive a a mutudly agreed-upon strategic approach to stability in the 21st
Century. Presdent George W. Bush has defined this as seeking “anew framework” that
once and for al removes us and Russa from the mutud threst of annihilation thet isthe
foundation of our Cold War relationship and years of drategic planning. Russais il
struggling to accept the dimensions of that new relaionship. This report deds with the
influence of domedtic paliticsin Russg, itsinternationd aspiraions, and its drategic
uncertainties. It appearsthat President Putin is interested in developing anew drategic
relationship with the United States.

The Nationd Indtitute for Public Policy has gathered a group of accomplished Russian
scholars, who have presented a firgt-class account of what Putin’s Russia believes about
our current missile defense program, and why. The report presents a detailed account of
Russian actions and perceptions. We in the United States may not agree with those
perceptions and interpretations, but | am convinced that they will mature, and that
understanding them is a key step toward the time when the United States and Russia can
take ajoint path toward the security of our nations.

A mutua accommodation has dready begun. The United States, after extensve
consultations, has expressed its basdline interest in missle defense by initiating the ABM
Treaty-defined procedures for withdrawal. Our task now is to broaden the relationship
between our two countries. Russia has muted its reaction to our withdrawa notice, and
focused its atention on offensive force reductions as an essentia part of the “new
drategic framework.” This new framework will probably evolve; the two Sdes are likely
to move further down the path of accommodation on missile defenses, dong with
offensive reductions. The processfor reciprocal understanding is underway. The paper
thet follows will make a sgnificant contribution toward that end.



Evolving Russian Per spectives on Missile Defense:
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Executive Summary

By the end of the 1990s, the bilateral U.S.-Russian strategic arms control process had
reached an impasse. There are anumber of reasons for this: domestic Russian turmoail,
including intense rivary between Russid s legidative and executive branches, sdled
ratification of the START Il dtrategic arms reduction treaty; crisesin Irag and Kosovo
caused digruptionsin RussanU.S. bilaterd relations, and both governments were
preoccupied with other issues. However, the roots of thisimpasse lay in attempts by the
Clinton and Y dtsin governments to artificidly preserve an arms control process rooted in
mutual assured destruction (MAD). The possibility of moving beyond MAD in the
context of early 1990s Russian proposas for cooperative missile defense was undermined
by U.S. adminigtration commitments for Cold War eraarms control. The Clinton
adminigiration regrettably summarily abandoned the Ross-Mamedov talks that had been
convened to Sudy the President Y dtain’s dramatic missile defense proposals. Later,
nationaist and Communist politicians came to dominate the Russan legidature ad
Ydtsan's own adminigration proved increasngly distrustful of the West and ill disposed
to cooperation with the United States.

The need for an accommodation over baligtic missle defense (BMD) and arms control
remains evident, despite an increase in mutual suspicions. Despite strong internal sources
of anti-Americanism, severd factors remain in favor of accommodation on the Russan
sde: the growing redlization that Moscow cannot prevent aU.S. Nationa Missile
Defense (NMD) deployment decision; the relatively widespread understanding that a
limited U.S. nationa defensive system will not dter the overdl balance of forcesfor the
foreseeable future; and eagerness to get certain “trade-offs’ within the arms control
process. For such potentia to bear fruit, it is essentid that dl the participants have a
clear understanding of Putin-era Russia' s stakes, both international and domestic, in the
outcome.

AsYdtsn's handpicked successor, VIadimir Putin inherited awesome problemsin every
areaof Russan domestic and foreign policy. However, military issues presented a
particularly pressing problem for a government eeger to assart Russa srightful roleasa
“great power” intheworld. This hasled to a steady increase in the policy and doctrina
emphasis placed on Russia huclear wegpons--atrend begun under Ydtsn. It hasdso led
to Russa sratification of START |1, aprocess that locks the United Statesinto a
relationship of “parity” with the otherwise dedlining Russan arsend.

A new U.S. adminigration in 2001, with promises of anew emphasis on missle defense,
has chalenged Russian support for maintaining the strategic satus quo. While waiting
for the Americans to make their objectives known, Putin made afirm choicein favor of
the “traditiondist” line as an opening gambit. This has taken the shape of : repeated
refusals to consder amending or moving beyond the ABM Trezaty; pledges of an
“asymmetric’ counter to NMD (e.g., ingtaling multiple warheads on the new Topol M



missle); a“draegic partnership” with China; attempts to drive a wedge between the U.S.
and its European dlies on arms control; and a concerted Russian-Chinese effort to
internationdize the ABM Tresty issue and broaden the constituency opposing U.S.

NMD.

Putin’s choices apparently were suggested by: mounting interna pressuresin favor of a
“tough” foreign policy to match the Kremlin's domestic exercise of power; growing
apprehension about U.S. strategic plans, adesreto forestal aU.S. NMD deployment
decisgon for aslong as possible; and the intention to set the stage for future negotiations
by establishing an opening position of Russan intranggence—the better to leverage
future concessions from Washington.

Presdent Bush'sMay 1, 2001 speech outlining the adminigtration’s broad BMD strategy
and endorsing anew bilaterd drategic framework was ajolt to the Russans. Many
redlized its potentid sgnificance as awatershed in bilatera arms control leading to the
overhaul of the Cold War-based relationship. In response to the speech, Putin
reconfirmed along-standing Russan position that the existing status quo in bilaterad
relaionsis preferable to drastic changes. Russian officids and andysts continued to
express skepticism of U.S. intentions, asserting that NMD was aimed at them and part of
aU.S. atempt to secure geopolitical domination. Russia again emphasized its available
“asymmetric’ responsesto NMD. The shift in control of the U.S. Senate, and its
potentia to dow Bush adminigtration BMD plans, aso encouraged firm Russan

resi stance to change in the status quo.

The June 2001 L jubljana summit served severd purposes: it allowed the leaders of both
nations to meet each other directly and establish a persond relationship; both sdes had an
opportunity to clarify their positions on arms control and other issues, and the Presidents
agreed on holding expert meetings on threat assessment and other BMD-related issues.
The summit did not result in amgor breskthrough in bilaterdl relations. At least asfar as
Russiais concerned, it appeared to contribute to the pessmistic perspective on the future
of arms control.

By the time of the Genoa summit amonth later, Moscow indicated a utility in accepting
the idea of a substantive diaog on dtrategic stability; if only asthe best possible
dternative given U.S. determination to move forward on BMD and a recent successful
test of NMD technology.

The terrorigt atacks on the U.S. in September changed the dynamic of the bilatera
relationship. From the Russian perspective, anew, closer Russian-U.S. rlaionship
could, in effect, occur “over the head” of the bilateral disagreement on missile defense
and facilitate other Russian interests, for example with respect to Chechnya and Russian
concern about extremist ISam on its southern borders.

By thetime of the Shangha and Crawford, Texas summits, Russa continued to ingst on
no substantive change to the ABM Tresaty thus, demonstrating the continued importance
of traditiondists in domestic politics. For Putin, the cost (both in terms of domestic
palitics and internationa stature) of making a concession on the ABM Treaty sufficient



to satisfy American interests outweighed the vaue of a preserved Treaty for Russian
prestige and security. The obvious vaue to both countries of a new, broader bilateral
relationship overshadowed the impending dispute over the Treaty’ s future.

After the officid U.S. announcement of impending ABM Tregty withdrawal the Putin
government made only moderate objections. The Russan presdent demonstrated a
willingness to maintain the bilatera relationship and continue engagement with
Washington in pursuit of Russan interests.  Although the Russian government was
unwilling to make concessions sufficient to satisfy American BMD interedts it
nevertheless refrained from extreme rhetorical or military technica responses. In effect,
thisis the beginning of auniquely Russan accommodation of the American interest in
BMD.

To acertain extent, gpparently most of those involved in the arms control policy
discussion in Moscow agree on some basic issues. However they disagree on the
conclusions to be derived from those points of agreement. Traditionalists essentialy
support maintaining parity with the United States by rebuilding Russa s deterrence
cgpability. Alternatively, there are Russian voices more inclined to moving beyond
disagreement over BMD and reaching amore functional accommodation with the United
States that would support the potential for broader Russian reforms.

Given its response to the U.S. withdrawal announcement, the Putin government appears
reasonably pragmatic and ready to understand the limitations for Russa given the
paramount need for to focus on interna problems rather than rivary. Putin has given
conditiona personal support for the search of new openingsin U.S.-Russan relaions.
He as0 recognizes that the West, in particular the United States, may be useful, if not
necessary, in Russia s effort to address issues like the economy, internal security
chdlenges, withstanding regiond pressures, etc. The limited vaue and scope of
partnerships with Chinaand “rogue’ states is aso recognized.

Avenues for moving the diaog forward could involve:

Technicd cooperation in BMD is some incentive for accommodeting the United
States, but it does have important limits;

Clarity inthe U.S. position would be vauable because it would define issuesin
ways tractable for Kremlin decisonmakers. It appearsthat current Russian
intrandgence is as much a product of American ambiguity as of oppodtion to the
Substance of U.S. actions;

Didog involving, most importantly, restarting a bilatera exchange with a
mandate as broad as that of 1992’ s Ross-Mamedov process, and

A haligtic gpproach from the American Sde that imbeds the Srategic didogin a
broader web of bilaterd reations including everything from agriculture to the
World Trade Organization.

Vi



Washington must be cautious not to gpproach this process as something it imposes on
Moscow’ s dready fitful adjustment to the post Cold War world—but it must at the same
time make its fundamental interests clear and direct. Only ahigh leve of directness will
dlow Russa s dite to recognize the limitations imposed by intranggence. And only a
sncere effort by Washington to court an accommodation between equaswill dlow

Russia to accept the redlity that changing the strategic status quo can possibly benefit
Russa

vii



Evolving Russian Per spectives on Missile Defense:
The Emerging Accommodation

Introduction

By the end of the 1990s, the U.S.-Russian strategic arms control process had reached an
impasse. There were a number of reasons for this: domestic Russan turmoil, including
intense rivary between Russa s legidative and executive branches, stdled ratification of
the START Il strategic arms reduction treaty; crisesin Irag and Kosovo caused
disruptionsin RussanU.S. rdations, and both governments were preoccupied with other

iSsues.

Ultimately, the stlagnation of traditional arms control was rooted in attempts by the
Clinton and Y dtsan governments to artificialy preserve the Cold War era notion of
security rooted in mutua assured destruction (MAD) that was the foundation of the
traditional arms control process. During much of the 1990s, the United States, when it
focused on the bilaterd process at al, gppeared determined to continue the Cold War
didog without regard for the changed globd environment. Meanwhile, for Russa, ams
control became a domestic litmus test of politica &ffiliations and a diplomatic tool for
maintaining the prestige of “ dtrategic parity” with the United States. Arms control aso
became atool for pursuing “multipolarity” via congraints on the United States as the sole
remaining superpower—mogt notably in the area of missle defense,

Thefalure of the sdesto fundamentally revise the arms control processis most clearly
demongtrated by example. Soon after the forma proclamation of Russian independence,
Presdent Y dtsin proposed in a speech at the United Nations Generd Assembly “to
deploy and operate jointly a Globa System to Protect Againg the Threet of Baligtic
Missle Attack [GPS], based on arevised American SDI [Strategic Defense Initiative]
and advanced technologies developed by the Russian military-industrial complex.”* A
high-levedl group was established in accordance with the Joint Russan-U.S. Statement

L Aleksei Arbatov et. al., “ Anti-Missile Protection and Russian Politics,” Implications of Strategic Defense
Deployments for U.S-Russian Relations, Washington, D.C., 1992: p. 9.



adopted at the subsequent Bush+Y dtsin summit of June 17, 1992 to begin the
implementation of the GPS proposal.?

The didog, known as the Ross-Mamedov talks after senior U.S. and Russian participants
Dennis Ross and Georgei Mamedov, had a broad agenda. That process ultimately
demondtrated the willingness of both sides to modify the arms control regime built

around MAD, particularly the Antibdlistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. For exanple, ina
griking departure from Cold War tradition, Maoscow declared that ajoint balistic missile
defense (BMD) effort would not violate the ABM Treaty because the system would not
be “nationd.” According to asenior Russan Foreign Minigtry officid, the Treaty
“regtricts nationa defenses, while agloba defense system that is to be devel oped, created
and operated jointly on amultilateral basis, is not viewed by us asanationa system.”®

In the context of that progress on defensive systems, the sides al'so moved forward in
addressing offensive wegpons. On May 23, 1992, representatives of the United States,
Kazakhgtan, Bdarus, Russia, and the Ukraine signed a Protocol to the START | Treaty in
Lishon, Portugd in which the four new nuclear states assumed the Soviet Union's
obligations under the Treaty.* The Protocol aso obligated Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine to adhere to the 1968 Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) as non-nuclear weagpons
states and to take necessary actionsto that end.> The Protocol allowed these three states
to begin the remova of dl nuclear wegpons from their territories over the entire seven

year period of the implementation of START |, theoreticdly until 2001.°

2 The group’s mandate was to explore possibilities for sharing early warning data through the establishment of an early
warning center and setting up cooperation in BMD technology and capability development; and review changesto
existing treaties and the devel opment of new ones to implement a Global Protection System. See Office of the Press
Secretary, White House, “ Joint U.S.-Russian Statement on Global Protection System,” Washington, D.C., June 17,
1992.

3 Press Briefing by Foreign Ministry Spokesman Sergei Y astrzhembski, “ Statement of Foreign Minister Grigorii
Berdennikov on Russian-American Consultations on Global Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense,” MID Press Center,
Moscow, July 17, 1992.

4 Pamela Fessler, “With the Cold War's Urgency Faded, The Senate Ratifies START,” Congressional Quarterly,
October 3, 1991: p. 3069.

5 The START Treaty: Report of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the United Sates Senate (Washington, D.C.
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992), p. 10.

6 Removal of al Ukrainian nuclear warheads into Russia was completed on June 2, 1996. By 1998, Ukraine was also
supposed to destroy its last strategic ICBMs (130 silo-based SS-19s). Belarus completed the removal of itslast ICBMs
(SS-25s) by late November 1996, while al Belorussian warheads were removed earlier. See Vladimir Orlov, “The
Non-Nuclear Argument of Minsk,” Yadernyi Kontrol, No 24, December 1996: p. 6.



Presidents Bush and Y eltsin agreed on June 17, 1992 to the basic principles of a START
Il Treaty.” By signing START I, Yeltsin committed Russiato a ban on heavy land-
based intercontinental baligtic missles (ICBMs) and dl land-based srategic missiles
with multiple warheads—the traditional cornerstone of the Soviet Strategic triad. Itis
important to reiterate that al of this progress took place within the context of a broader
drategic diaog that, particularly in the case of Ross-Mamedov, recognized that a change
in the bilaterd strategic relationship was desirable.

However, that didog proved short-lived. The Clinton Administration’s priorities were
defined by enthusiastic support for the traditional arms control process (i.e., they saw
START Il in that context rather than as afirgt step in transforming the dtrategic
relationship) and antipathy towards the concept of srategic missle defense. U.S.
proposals for modifying the ABM Treaty were withdrawn from negotiations. Despite
ggnificant Russan interest in continuing the Ross-Mamedov didog, the United States
abandoned the talks.

The U.S. ingstence on “business as usud” in arms control can be seen as ade facto
abandonment of an opportunity to revise the strategic underpinnings of the bilaterd
relationship. Under those circumstances, Moscow too proved unable to carry through
with adesire for ashift in srategic paradigm. A host of domestic problems, and

Y dtan'sinability to show results from viewing the Americans as “ drategic partners,”
undermined support for the Russan Presdent. By the mid-1990s, nationdist and
Communigt paliticians dominated the Russian legidaure and Ydtsn'sown
adminigration proved increasingly distrustful of the West and ill disposed to cooperation
with the United States.

Ross-Mamedov represents a lost opportunity to redefine the bilatera srategic
relaionship. However, the fundamental need for an accommodation over BMD and arms
control remains evident, despite an increase in the sides’ mutua suspicions. Strong

internal sources of anti- Americanism notwithstanding, severd factors arein favor of

7 Janet Hook, “The Pressureis on to Salvage 102nd Congress' Reputation,” Congressional Quarterly, September 5,
1992: p. 2629.



accommodation on the Russian side: the growing redlization that Moscow would be
unable to prevent an eventud U.S. Nationd Missle Defense (NMD) deployment
decison; the relatively widespread understanding that alimited U.S. nationd defensive
system would not alter the overal balance of forces for the foreseesble future:® and

eagerness to get certain “trade-offs’ within the arms control process. °

The emergence of the Vladimir Putin regime crested new opportunities for bilateral
accommodation. As arepresentative of the pragmatic breed of Russan paliticians, Putin
wanted to bring change to Russan internd and foreign policiesin order to improve the
country’s chances for reviva. However, his regime aso remained under the strong

influence of ideas of Russian “grandeur” and superpower status.

Tecticaly, the Putin administration opted for a*two-track” approach to dealing with the
U.S. on arms control and BMD. On the one hand, he started sending accommodating
messages to Washington implying potential compromise on such issues as the revison of
the ABM Treaty. On the other hand, Putin tried to keep up pressure on the U.S. in order
to get the best possible terms should circumstances favoring compromise begin to

emerge.

In line with the traditiond Soviet “grand strategy” approach to foreign policy, Vladimir
Putin tried to improve Russid s position in the BMD controversy with the U.S. by dlying
with third powers, notably Chinaand U.S. Western European partners. Moscow offered
“non-drategic dternatives’ to NMD, e.g. the European ABM shield. At the sametime, it
threatened to unleash arange of “asymmetric’ measures in case the U.S. moves to deploy
NMD.

8 In his July 11, 2001 interview with the Italian newspaper Corriere della Sera, Vladimir Putin emphasized: “In terms
of assuring Russia's security, unilateral U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty causes absolutely no concern on our
part... Evenif they have successful tests [related to the development of the U.S. NMD, according to our and American
experts, they would be able to hit one, two, five, even twenty, and even hundred missiles, however if you talk about
thousands, this becomes unredlistic.” <http://president.kremlin.ru/events/259.html>

® In the opinion of Sergei Rogov, Director of the U.S. and Canada Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences,
“Washington’s decision [on NMD deployment] will be determined by purely technical and domestic political
considerations.” See Sergei Rogov, Nezavisimaya Gazeta, February 8, 2000: p.3. Seeaso Lev Semeiko, “It Isin
Russia's Intereststo Say ‘Yes,”"’ Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, March 24, 2000: p. 3.



A quditatively new gtuation began to emergein bilaterd relation under the impact of the
American gpproach to missile defense as presented by the U.S. President on May 1, 2001.
The Russian |leaders were pleased with the American offer of consultations on issues of
drategic stability. Accommodating tendencies in the Russian position gained additional
momentum as the result of the summits held between U.S. and Russian chief executives

in summer-fal 2001, despite attempts by Russan “traditiondists’ to prevent any
rapprochement of the sides.

In response to tragic events of September 11, 2001, Vladimir Putin declared Russian
readiness to seek partnership relations with the U.S. This created a favorable background
for addressing key arms control problems. Until mid-December 2001, in intense
exchanges, including negotiations a the presidentia levd, the U.S. and Russialooked for
ways that might both preserve the traditiond framework for arms contral, including the
ABM Treaty, (which was the Russan preference), and open up ways to the emerging

BMD technologies perceived vita for protection against new security threats (the U.S.
position). Both sdes adso concluded they would proceed with subgtantid offensive
wegpons reductions in view of the significantly improved bilaterd relations. They

announced their readiness to develop a specific framework for such reductions.

On December 13, 2001, the U.S. made an announcement of its decision to withdraw from
the ABM Treaty. The announcement was met with muted objections from Moscow. The
Putin government had clearly decided that the value of the ABM Treaty was not worth

the cost of being seen to make concessonsin order to preserveit. This unusud form of
accommodation created a quditatively new Stuation in bilateral relations requiring
fundamentd rethinking and reshgping of arms control practices and regimes. The central
issue at this point is whether the two nations will be able to take full advantage of the new
opportunities that are open to them.

This report emphasizes the contradictory influences of competing power groupsin the
Russian ruling dite on the formulation and implementation of Russan arms control
policy. Despite many twists and turns that have occurred since independence, Russian
arms control strategy and gods remain heavily influenced by Soviet tradition. Movement



towards identifying the genuine interests of the new Russan sateisdow and
contradictory. To alarge extent, Russian palicy is reactive to the policies of other globa
powers, particularly the United States.

This report builds on the foundation laid by Nationd Indtitute for Public Policy’s earlier
Joint U.S.-Russan efforts to assess the potential for accommodation on missile defense
and the ABM Treaty.® Those efforts accurately forecast the evolution of Ydtsin-era
arms control and the current impasse in U.S.-Russan relaions over NMD. The essentia
task of the current renewed joint effort of U.S. and Russan researchersisto assst in
finding mutually acceptable ways out of that impasse.

Strategic Policy in Putin’s Russia

At theend of his political career, Russan President Boris Y eltsin sought a successor who
would assure hisimmunity from crimina prosecution after leaving office. Findly, he
chose alittle-known “ gpparatchik,” aformer Committee of State Security (KGB) officer
in East Germany, officid in St. Petersburg and head of the Nationd Security Council,
Vladimir Putin. Pro-Y eltain forces invested heavily in decting Putin Presdent of Russa
in the nationa eections on March 26, 2000. To alarge degree, Putin owed his
ascendancy to the support of the Russian “oligarchs,” the handful of men who
represented much of the country’s private wedth, and the “ power ministers,” who
increased their politica clout as the result of the renewed military campaign in the
rebdlious southern republic of Chechnya

Putin inherited awesome problemsin every area of Russian domestic and foreign palicy.
However, military issues presented a particularly pressng problem for a government
eager to assert Russid srightful role as a“ great power” intheworld. Russian
conventional forces had deteriorated dramatically, as demongtrated by the failure of the
regular army to defeet the Chechen insurgency during the 1994-1996 conflict.

10 “Cold Peace or Cooperation? The Potential for U.S.-Russian Accommodation on Missile Defense and the ABM
Treaty,” Comparative Srategy, Vol. 16 No. 2, April-June 1997: pp. 119-227.



Nuclear Weapons In Russian Policy and Doctrine

On June 28, 2000, Putin approved a new version of the * Concept of the Foreign Policy of
the Russian Federation.” In amgjor shift from his predecessor, who often disagreed with
Western palicies, particularly eestward North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
expangon, but consistently tried to treat the United States and other Western powers as
Russid s partners, Putin did not hesitate to emphasize the primordid importance of the
“Western threat” for the Russian Federation in the new “Concept.” This clearly reflected
pressure from amilitary that had yet to come to terms with the “loss’ of atraditiond

Cold War enemy. Colond-Generd Igor Puzanov presented atypical assessment of the
Russian military elite on the issue: “NATO remains our adversary even without any
threats. Whether we want it or not, we should be ready to oppose the Alliance. Thisis not
something that cdlsfor idealism. | think and | hope that we will make the necessary

moves in the proper direction soon. In any case, the army relies on the new President.”*!

According to the Russian Foreign Ministry, updating the “ Concept” adopted by Yetsnin
his Directive No. 284-rp of April 23, 1993 was necessary since “certain plansrelated to
edtablishing new, equitable and mutualy advantageous partnership relations of Russa
with the rest of the world... have not been justified.” The June 28 document was a stark
departure from Yetsn's*“Concept” aswell asthe*Concept of National Security of the
Russian Federation” approved by Putin in Decree No. 24 of January 10, 2000. The
gatement held that: “New chalenges and threats to the nationd interests of Russiaare
emerging in the internationa sphere. There is a growing trend towards the establishment
of aunipolar structure of the world with the economic and power domination of the
United States... In many parameters, the current military and political goals of NATO do
not coincide with the security interests of the Russian Federation. Occasiondly they

directly oppose these interests.”*2

During the Ydtan period, Russa officidly dedared in nationd security and military
doctrines the intention to compensate for deficiencies in conventiona power by grester

UTribuna, April 26, 2000: p. 3.

12 v adim Solovyev, “ The Foreign Policy Concept Clarifies the Military Doctrine,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye
Obozreniye, July 14, 2000: p. 1.



reliance on nuclear ams. Russia s new military doctrine took explicit steps toward
emphasizing nuclear wegpons. Approved at the meeting of the Security Council on April
2, 2000, the new Doctrine defined specific Stuations that might prompt Russian use of
nuclear weapons. It aso reconfirmed Russid s belief in the inviolability of the ABM
Treaty. As explained by Colond-Generd Vaery Manilov, then Senior Deputy Chief of
the Generd Staff:

Nuclear wegpons may be used in response to the use of nuclear and other types of
mass destruction weapons againgt Russia and/or its alies, and aso in response to
alarge-scaled aggression with the use of the conventiond arms in Stuations
critica for Russian nationd security... The Military Doctrine clearly outlinesthe
prospects for developing the deterrence potentid, including its nuclear
component. The gpprovd of the START Il Treaty, interlinked with the ABM
Treaty, and opening UP the way to START IlI... fully comply with the Srategic
godls of the Doctrine.™®

However, despite this emphasis on nuclear weapons, and on the land- based component of

the Russian triad in particular, Russian nuclear capability continued to deteriorate.

START Il Ratification

Many in Russa, induding the government, recognized that maintaining even START 11
force levels would be an exceptiond financia burden. Although it was possible for
Russato retain amuch larger force, the government soon appeared interested in
negotiating a ceiling of 1,500 or fewer warheads. Russid s series of drategic problems
included:

Maintaining force levels and operating tempo in the Strategic nuclear submarine
(SSBN) flest;

By aery Manilov, “Prevention, Deterrence, Partnership,” Nezavisimaya Gazeta, April 25, 2000: pp. 1, 8.

1Colonel-Genera Vladimir Y akovlev, then Commander-in-Chief of the Strategic Missile Forces, explained the
importance of his service in the following way: “ Although the probability of alarge-scale war against Russia has
diminished considerably, the threat of her involvement in local conflicts grew dramatically. The proliferation of nuclear
weapons in the world and growth of NATO's combat possibilities and the zone of its influence are alarming factors
from the viewpoint of Russia’s security. Since the general-purpose forces have been slashed, the strategic nuclear
forces, based on the Strategic Missile Forces, are the only military element that can compensate for potential military
threats to Russia. The application of the function of deterrence and prevention of war largely depends on the Strategic
Missile Forces that have over 60% of warheads and delivery vehicles of the Strategic Nuclear Forces and can fulfill
virtually all tasks in a counter-retaliatory nuclear strike and about half the tasks in a counterstrike.” Voyeninform
Military News, November 1999, L D1301224300.



Decommissioning proceeding ahead of the START | schedule for economic
reasons, and

A dradtic curtailment of procurement.

During the height of the Cold War, the Soviet Union produced more than one hundred
nuclear missles annualy. In modern Russia, the deployment rate of new Topol M
ICBMsis at best ten per year. Not asingle new strategic nuclear submarine was
completed in the 1990s. Consgtruction of anew SSBN was begun, but funding and design
problems made progress dow and sporadic. Production of submarine launched baligtic
missiles (SLBM) and new heavy bombers halted.®®

Asone of anew generation of pragmatic Russian leaders, Putin understood that the
fatering economy, particularly the serioudy weskened military-industrial sector, would
not allow Moscow to maintain numerical parity with the United States et START 11
levels. The tragic sinking of the prized nudear submarine Kur sk, and the subsequent
faled rescue efforts, had a powerful impact on Putin. He proceeded to develop a
comprehensgive plan to restore Russan military potentid. An important additiona god of
the plan would be to prevent the United States from achieving irreversble military-
technologica superiority before this renaissance of Russian capability could manifest
itsalf. Arms control was an essential tool in implementing that godl.*

Putin moved swiftly to assure START | raification in the Russan State Duma, the lower
house of Russa s parliament. Thiswas something that Y eltsin had been unable to
accomplish. START I ratification removed a mgor ssumbling block to further
agreements with Washington on strategic a'ms reductions, which was crucialy important
if Russaintended to keep up with the United States. Ratification was also intended to
demondtrate the new President’ s ability to get quick results by effectively mohilizing a
newly found Sizesble pro-government mgority in the parliament.

BAlexander Pikaev, “Chapter 1: The Arsenal in Decline,” in “The Rise and Fall of START I1,” Carnegie Working
Paper No. 6, September 1999.

8According to Andrei Kokoshin: “In conditions of economic and military weakness, arms control regimes constitute a
very important element of our military security. They increase predictability of the military-political situation... Active
participation in limiting and reducing weapons confirms Russia' s status as a great power, a superpower.” See Andrel
Kokaoshin, “Disarmament Is In Russia’'s Interests,” Trud, April 27, 2000: p.6.



While pushing for the ratification of START |1 in the Duma, the Putin adminigration was
carefully tying it up with a package of demands thet reflected Russa svita interestsin:
preventing the United States from taking advantage of Russian weaknesses; barring U.S.
advancement in the development of missle defense technologies; assuring a process of
deeper cuts in Strategic offensive wegpons that corresponded to the “natura” attrition of
the Russan nuclear triad; and gaining various concessions from the United Statesin the
military and non-military fields

Former First Deputy Defense Minister Andrel Kokoshin provided a succinct explanation

of these Russan interests,

Russia needs this Treaty because we have to reduce our Strategic Nuclear Forces
even without START II. From the military and political points of view we should
make this process bilateral. Russia s economy does not dlow usto maintain
3,000-3,500 drategic nuclear warheads. That is dso why we have to sart
negotiations on START |11 as soon as possible and reduce the number of nuclear
warheads to lower leves... And we must intensfy the fight for preserving the
ABM Tredly. In this, we have alot of dliesfrom Chinato India*’

In effect, these were the same gods traditiondly pursued by the Soviet Union and
Yedtsn' s Russain arms control. From this perspective, there was obvious continuity
between the arms control policy of Putin and the governments before him.

Formd conditions attached to the “Law on START |l Ratification” included: direct
linkage between the entry of START 11 into force and gtrict observance by the U.S. of the
ABM Tregty; smilar linkage between START |1 and the 1997 protocols signed by the
two countriesin New Y ork; Russa sright to abandon START Il and other bilateral arms
contral tregties if unsatisfied with the implementation of the above two conditions, and
commencement of START |11 negatiations on further reductions of the American and

Russan drategic arsends.

Efforts to convince the State Dumato ratify the long-pending START Il were based on a
key argument that the treaty’ s implementation amounted to “disarming America’ and

Y bid.
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keeping the strategic balance between the two countries intact. According to Vladimir
Lukin, former Russian ambassador to the U.S. and Deputy Speaker of the State Duma:

Ratification of START Il would have brought us more “pluses’ than “minuses.”
Today START Il has become apurdy politicad problem. Especidly after we
discovered new aspects related to the U.S. NMD. Given our financia resources,
we areinterested in the most drastic reduction of warheads, snceit would in
effect lead to the “disarming” of America. By decommissioning obsolescent
hardware we [the Russian Federation] are moving toward START |1 levels

anyway.*®

On April 14, 2000, the State Duma findly ratified the START I Treety.'® In a package
ded, it dso ratified the bilaterd agreements signed by Russaand the United Statesin
September 1997 in New Y ork. In hislagt attempt to encourage favorable votes from the
deputies, Putin declared:

It isvitdly important for Russato preserve the traditiona structure of its nuclear
deterrence system, oriented toward intercontinenta balistic missiles... [At the
same time] we cannot run therisk of totally destroying the system of arms control
agreements, and initiating an arms build-up which is beyond Russa's

grength... Theindustrid cooperation system of the former USSR has been logt. Its
fundamental, basic part was left in Ukraine, and deteriorated completely... The
dismantling [of Russan ICBM§] is prompted not by START |1, but by the
expiraion of their service lifetime... Our main objective isto make the United
States reduce its nuclear stockpile, as stipulated by START 11, to 3,500 warheads;
and to am toward the START |11 Tresty in accordance with the 1997 Helsinki
agreements... Ratifying START 1l on the condition that it isimplemented only if
the ABM Treaty is grictly abided by, will makethe U.S. face the dterndtive:
ather to become the one to blame in the eyes of the international community for
dedtroying strategic sahility. .. or to give up its policy of deploying anationd
anti-missle defense system. .. Ratification of START Il isclosdly linked to the
ratification of agreements on division of strategic and non-Strategic anti-missile
defense systems, signed in 1997. These agreements combined make up a
mechanism preventing circumvention of the ABM Tregty during the process of
cregting non-strategic anti- missle defense systems, and preventing creetion of
forbidden kinds of strategic anti- missile defense systems under the guise of non
strategic ones. These agreements enable us to create effective non strategic ABM
systems that would become an important component of Russia s deterrence
potentia due to its geo-grategic podtion... The(ratification] will makeit possible

18y/| adimir Malevannyi, “Outer Frontiers of Security,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, February 25, 2000: p.3.

®The result of the START |1 ratification vote was 288 deputiesin favor, 131 against, with 4 abstaning. Interfax, April
14, 2000.
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for usto reduce expenses and direct this money toward creation of new wegpons,
for making our armed forces more efficient and battle-worthy.*°

Representatives of the Defense Ministry formally concurred that the Duma decison on
START Il, adopted 7 years after the origind signing of the Treaty, “was fully consonant
with Russia s nationdl interests.”?* Putin declared that “further steps belong to our
partners in negotiations,” meaning that the U.S. Senate would now have to respond to the
conditions set by the Duma on the formad entry of START |1 into force. Primary among
them was the American observance of the ABM Tresty.?

On April 27, 2000, the Duma approved another long-pending internationa agreement, the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). By ingsting on CTBT approvd, the Kremlin
intended to reach sill another goal—improve Russa sinternationd reputation and

generate additional pressure on the United States on the package of unresolved arms
control dedsintimately linked, in the Russian mind, with the preservation of the ABM
Treaty. By using the instrument of “proxy” pressure againg the U.S. (e.g., internationd
opinion) Putin again demongtrated his adherence to the traditional methodology of Soviet

foreign policymaking.

Also, as was often done by Soviet leaders, Putin tried to take advantage of the American
election cycle. Moscow believed that it would be much essier to strike aded toits
advantage with the outgoing U.S. adminigtration than with a new administration whose
arms control agenda might take along time to take shape?® START |l ratification,
declared a priority by the Clinton administration, was to defuse tensionsin Moscow-
Washington relations that had been building over the last years of Yetan'sleadership

DEditorial comment: “The State Duma Has Ratified START 2,” Kommersant, April 15, 2000: p. 2.

2 ccording to Colonel-General Igor Puzanov, Commander of the Moscow Military District: “The ratification of
START Il was apurely political move. President Putin says so too. Refusal to ratify the Treaty would not have given us
anything. Let usfaceit: all those missiles will be withdrawn from combat duty by 2007, with or without START 11
because their guaranteed performance lives will have expired by then. Neither should we forget that maintenance of
these systems costs us dearly... Theratification of START Il was not amistake.” “Interview with General Igor
Puzanov,” Tribuna, April 26, 2000: p. 3.

2K ommersant, April 15, 2000: p. 2.

Zaccording to Vyacheslav Nikonov, leader of the liberal “Politika’ Foundation in Moscow, “The prospects are not
encouraging: it appears that the U.S., especially the republicans do not intend to conduct additional negotiations on
disarmament control. It is possible that the U.S. does not need treaties with Russia based on parity.” Valeriya Sycheva,
“Bill Clinton’s Publicity Project,” Segodnya , July 10, 2000: p. 2.



and to facilitate direct Putin-Clinton contacts. There are indications that the Kremlin was

preparing for amaor arms control breskthrough that they hoped Clinton would endorse
before he left office.

In preparation for the June 2000 summit, and apparently with the tacit consent of the
Russian palitical hierarchy, Russan experts sent out “trid baloons’ exploring the
potentid for and limits of a compromise on BMD that would be acceptable both to the
United States and to the “traditiondists’ whose politicd influence in Russaremained
grong. A trickle, and then aflow of publications gppeared asserting that alimited U.S.
NMD would not present a serious threat to Russan deterrence and that certain
modifications to the ABM Treaty to accommodate the Americans were possible. For
example, Lev Semeiko, researcher at the Academy of Sciences Ingtitute of U.SA and
Canada Studies, published an attempt to reconsider the implications for Russaof a
limited U.S. NMD. According to Semeiko, U.S. NMD would not undermine Russa's
retdiatory capability, therefore, “Russia could take a much more relaxed view of
American plansto deploy alimited NMD... [Furthermore] in case of acompromise on
limited NMD, we could enjoy new possibilities for the expansion of Russart American

military-technical cooperation.”?*

The mgority opinion was that U.S. NMD should be limited to one site and 100
interceptors, as defined by the ABM Tresty.?> However, some Russian experts and
officials were prepared to accept two sites and 200 interceptors, which would require
Moscow and Washington to agree on eliminating the 1974 Protocol to the ABM Treaty.?®

At the sametime, the mgority of Russansraising the posshility of ABM Tresty
modificationsinssted that the “lowest common denominator” for a compromise should
include American acquiescence to deep cutsin overd| offensve nuclear arsend's under
START Il aswell as specid concessonsto Russa, such as permission to keep alimited

2 ev Semeiko, “It Isin Russia's Interests to Say ‘ Yes,'” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, March 24, 2000: p. 3.
2V ladimir Lukin, “Outer Security Borders,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, Feb. 25, 2000: p. 4.

SFor example, see Alexander Saveliev, “The Future of the ABM Treaty” in Russia and the West: Crisis of Relationsin
the Sphere of Security and the Arms Control Problem, (Moscow: IMEMO, 1999), pp.52-59.
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number of ICBMs armed with multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles
(MIRV).2

A “higoric ded” a the Moscow summit did not materidize due to politica impediments
ontheU.S. 5de. However, a the summit, Putin achieved aminor victory when both
Sdes reiterated their adherence to the ABM Treaty as “the cornerstone of strategic
gability.” Moscow aso hailed as a success of the summit the decison to set up a Joint
Early Warning Information Exchange Center implementing an earlier Clinton Y dtsin
summit decison. The Russans were d s trying to promote their idea of the Globa
System of Control Over the Non-Proliferation of Missles and Missle Technologies,
developed at a government-sponsored conference held in Moscow in March 2000.

Russian Responsesto U.S. Missile Defense I nitiatives

The U.S. dection in 2000 brought into the White House arenewed interest in moving
forward on BMD, and on NMD in particular. This presented a chalenge for Putin and
the Russian government’s arms control policies. Asthe new U.S. President took stock of
his BMD options, Russian palicy focused on setting the stage for the impending
negotiations that waited on American clarity of objectives. Moscow observers noted
“Russia can no longer maintain the quantitative nuclear weapons balance with the U.S.
while the U.S. is showing obvious sgns of moving away from the usud coordinated
principles of securing strategic stability.”2® The Russan Defense Minister lamented:
“Contrary to the Clinton administration that used to take into consderation the negative
reaction of Russato NMD plans... the new adminidration is regarding theissue as a

purely technologica process, and that worries us alot.”%°

27Some Russian experts express doubts that the U.S. will agree to deep cuts in strategic weapons. According to Pavel
Podvig, “The future of START |11 negotiations does not give ground for optimism... Thereis disappointingly little
possibility for compromise. Moreover, the sides would betied up by START Il conditions, which for Russia means
reduction of her strategic forcesto the level of 1,000-1,500 warheads, regardless of the results of START |11
negotiations... Moreover, the U.S. will undoubtedly establish arigid linkage between progressin START 111
negotiations with [Russian] concessions on the 1972 ABM Treaty.” Pavel Podvig, “ Ratification of START Il Loses
Topicality,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, January 28, 2000: p. 1.

2y alentin Popov and Boris Stepanov, “Now That Russia Ratified START 11, Does It Need START 11?7’ Nezavisimoe
Voennoe Obozreniye, No 1, January, 2001: p.4.

2% Russia Has Devel oped Countermeasures In Case the U.S. Withdraws From the ABM Treaty,” Srana.ru, January 9,
2001.
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November 2000 to May 2001: Moscow Prepares for a New U.S. Palicy

While waiting for the Americans to make their objectives known, Putin made afirm
choicein favor of the “traditiondist” line as an opening gambit. This course was
apparently due to: mounting interna pressuresin favor of a“tough” foreign policy to
match the Kremlin's domestic exercise of power; growing apprehension about U.S.
drategic plans, adedreto forestal aU.S. NMD deployment decison for aslong as
possible; and the intention to set the stage for future negatiations by establishing an
opening position of Russian intransgence—the better to leverage future concessions
from Washington.

Interestingly, Russian arms control “liberals” were thefirg to panic. Aleksal Arbatov,
Deputy Chairman of the Duma Armed Forces Committee, made a surprise apped for
abandoning efforts at START 111 dtogether and demongtrating awill to maintain an

arsenal of 5,000 to 6,000 warheads. In his view, the United States would use START 11
only “to force nuclear arsena trangparency” on Russiain an attempt “to establish control
over [dl] Russian nuclear weapon production.”*° However, concern for Russian security
might have been secondary to the desire to score an ideological victory and keep pace the
evolution of domegtic palitics. Liberds were aso disgppointed that their prescription for
“deegp cuts” was not adopted by the Clinton Administration and were trying to make their
resentment felt.

For several months after the U.S. dection, whileits BMD policy was sill in the process
of formulation, ignorance about red U.S. BMD plans and programs raised anxiety in
Moscow. For example, the Head of the Duma Committee on Internationd Affairs
declared that the U.S. wanted “to transfer 100 missile interceptorsto Alaska... which
would be tantamount to the destruction of the main clauses of the ABM Treaty.”3!

However, the underlying concern of the Russian palitical eite was not that NMD would
subgtantively change the bilatera balance of forces, but that under the new U.S.
adminigration, “Russia does not have a chance to make the U.S. change its mind on

A leksal Arbatov, “Reliance on Nuclear Forces,” Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozreniye, December 22, 2000.

3! nterview with Dmitrii Rogozin, Independent TV NTV.ru, Moscow, January 15, 2001.
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NMD.” In other words, Russaisviewed asirrevocably losing its clout and ability to
influence U.S. military and foreign policy.®* As that observation implies, the anti-NMD
campaign acquired important interna political significance for Russa, even during the
Clinton years. In the opinion of respected journdist Alexander Galts, “for the Kremlin's
current leadership, if the missle defense issue didn’t exig, it would have to be invented.
It is precisaly the existence of thisissue that enables the Kremlin to convinceitsdf and its

people that Russiais still agreat sate”®

Throughout late April 2001, Moscow continued pushing the anti-NMD campaign.
Military leaders clamed they dready possess various “asymmetrica retaiation
weapons.” By necessity, the measures had to be asymmetrica in nature since Moscow
could not balance U.S. NMD with a Russian system of comparable sophistication and
magnitude* The effort continued, making use of both the anti- Strategic Defense
Initiative propaganda of the Soviet period and the propaganda of cost-effective
asymmetrica responses during the Y dtsin period.

Recommended military-technologica responses included retention of “heavy” Russan
ICBMs dated for dimination under START | and MIRVing of the new generation of
“Topol-M” missles® An additiona option would be resumption of heavy missile
production, which was hinted & by an officid suggesting that negotiations with Kiev had
begun on resuming joint production of “heavy” ICBMs a the Yuzhmash fadility.>

Additiona potentid measures included a shift ether to the concept of a preemptive
nuclear gtrike, which had dready found some reflection in Russan military doctrine, or
to the concept of “automatic counter-srike,” in which Russan ICBMswould be launched

32See Oleg Odnokolenko, “Pardon and Submit,” Segodnya, January 17, 2001: pp. 1, 4.
3BAlexander Golts, “Time-Out for U.S. Nuclear Defense System,” Russia Journal, July 15-21, 2000: p. 8.

340nly alimited number of Russian experts emphasize the importance and feasibility of Russia deploying her own
NMD in the foreseeable future. One of them is Vladimir Basistov, General Designer of the A-135 system deployed
around Moscow. Basistov insists that Russia “should upgrade (certainly with strict observation of the 1972 ABM
Treaty) Moscow’ s anti-missile system and expand its defense zone to the areas of deployment of the grouping of
ground-based intercontinental ballistic missilesin central Russia” Vladimir Basistov, “ Star Wars 2,” Rossiyskaya
Gazeta, February 5, 2000: p.3.

%Lev Volkov, “Russia Will Find a Response to the ABM Challenge,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, March 17,
2000: p. 1.

%Nezavisimaya Gazeta, January 13, 2001: p.1.
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automaticaly upon the receipt of sgnas from sensors registering nuclear explosons—
the so-called “Dead Hand” system.

Putin added a new aspect to the pro-ABM Treaty/anti-NMD campaign by trying to turn it
into amgor globa issue. While admitting that the proliferation threat is mounting,
Maoscow claimed that it should be dedlt with via diplomacy and multilaterd initiatives

that would of necessity involve the participation of the so-caled rogues. According to
Putin, “The difference in our approaches liesin that we propose to move ahead jointly [in
preventing the ballistic missile threat] while preserving the leve of trust and the baance
created as the result of the 1972 ABM Treaty.”*” To further boost Russia simage as an
eager and religble participant in traditional arms control regimes, Moscow aso accused
Washington of START | and ABM Tresaty violaionsin connection with eimination of
MX missles, the production of the Heratarget missile, and the deployment of anew U.S.
redar facility in northern Norway. 38

This iteration of the Russian approach broadened the meaning of the word “stability”
well beyond the traditional Cold War lexicon of strategic stability, first strike stability or
crigs ability. Moreover, it shifted that context from the bilaterd U.S.-Russan
relaionship to congderation of the “stability” of the entire “ contemporary world.” Inthe
opinion of Sergel Ivanov, then Secretary of the Russian Security Council and later
Defense Miniger:

The most important thing is to preserve drategic sability. In this connection, the
importance of the ABM Treaty has long gone beyond the framework of Russan
American rdations. In effect, it serves as afoundation of the entire balance of
forces in the contemporary world. And the main danger we seeis not that the
Americans will cover themsdveswith amythica shield, dlegedly impenetrable

by our strategic nuclear forces. Firdly, that god is unattainable and gpparently
the Americans understand that themsalves. Secondly, and thisis crucid, only a
madman may currently discuss the possibility of a missile-nuclear clash between
Russiaand the U.S., especidly since there are no reasons for it. The violation of
any component of srategic stability, and the ABM Treaty isits mgor component,

"Seeinterview of the President of the Russian Federation V.V. Putin with correspondents of ORT, NHK and Reuters,
Moscow, June 11, 2000.

%BpPress release of the Foreign Ministry of the Russian Federation, Unofficial Foreign Ministry Translation, January 4,
2001.
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may govoke acertain “domino effect” in countries that are mostly feared by the
u.s

Congstent with attempts to congtrain U.S. freedom of action on missile defense, Moscow
expanded its effort to deny the U.S. an ability to exploit any comparative advantage in
gpace. A mgor event to this end was the convening of a Russian government-sponsored
internationa conference “ Space Without Wegpons—Arena for Peaceful Cooperationin
the XXI Century” in Moscow on April 11, 2001. Speaking at the conference, Deputy
Foreign Minister Georgel Mamedov warned againgt U.S. missile defense efforts as
hallmarks of an undesirable “wegponization” of space:

Russia cannot agree with the view that “Star Wars' ... are “fatdly unavoidable” as

the result of the technologica progress and the logic of the political development

of the contemporary world. We are convinced that efforts at the so-caled

“wegponization” of space are incompatible with the very essence of the concept

of drategic gability... Military space hasthe right to exist only to the extent it

serves to reduce the risk of nuclear war, and helps control agreementsin the

sphere of disarmament.*°
This effort to “globdize” the NMD question was consstent with Russa sincreasing
emphadis on supporting a“multilatera” internationa system. In many ways,
multilateralism meant establishing counterweights to American power and influence. In
sarvice to this objective, Putin attempted to further strengthen strategic relations with the
People’ s Republic of Chinaand India as a*” counterweight” to the United States and its
globa “hegemony.” A sgnificant ement of this new drategic partnership was Russd's
congstent insstence that the proposed U.S. defensive system was primarily intended for

use againgt Chinaand Russia*

China has proven receptive to this argument. Beijing has specid concerns reated to the
ongoing conflict with Taiwan that could be sgnificantly affected by the introduction of
sophisticated American theater missile defense (TMD) systemsin the Far East. In 1999,

I nterview with the Secretary of the Security Council of the Russian Federation, Information Agency Poalit.ru, July 13,
2000.

“OForeign Ministry Statement on Outer Space, April 11, 2001 “Statement by the Deputy Foreign Minister Georgei
Mamedov” at the International Conference Soace Without Weapons - Arena for Peaceful Cooperation in the XXI
Century. Official document of the Foreign Ministry of the Russian Federation.

“IFor example, Leonid Ivashov, “Russia Hopes the U.S. Will Observe the Terms of the ABM Treaty,” Krasnaya
Zvezda, March 23, 2000: p. 1.
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Chinawas Russid s main supporter in a campaign leading to the adoption of the UN
resolution in support of the ABM Treaty. In July 2000, Presdent Putin visited Beijing
where he cosgned a Joint Statement with Chinese President Jang Zemin cdling for
preservation of the ABM Treaty and non-deployment of alimited U.S. NMD.*?

In the Russian view, it was inevitable that China would become “an invisible participant”

in the U.S-Russian ABM Treaty/NMD didogue®® Significantly, before he left for his
first meeting with Presdent Bush in Ljubljana, Sioveniain June 2001, Putin conferred

with Jang again at the so-cdled Shangha Forum, made up of Russia, China, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan and Tgjikistan. According to observers, Putin wanted to present a
“consolidated” Russian-Chinese position on the ABM Treaty/NMD issue at the summit.**

Putin’'s efforts to reestablish Russid s influence in Asa aso brought him to North Korea.
Contacts with one of the “rogues’ identified by the United States as abalistic missile
threat, was a caculated chalenge to Washington. In Pyongyang, Putin offered North
Korea Russian support in conducting “peaceful exploration of outer space.” Together
with the North Korean dictator Kim Jong-il, Putin appealed for preservation of the ABM
Treaty.*® Russia aso reestablished technological ties with Iran, another irritant to U.S.-

Russan reations.

Moscow believed that the resumption of arms sales to “rogue states’ such as Libya, Iran,
North Korea and Syriawould put additiona pressure on Washington and force
reconsideration of NMD deployment.*® In June 2001, just before the bilateral summit in
Ljubljana, some Russian traditiondists actudly proposed that Putin threaten the United

“42The statement accused Washington of “hegemonism” and of using NMD “to seek unilateral military and security
advantages that will pose the most grave, adverse consequences’ to China, Russia and the United States itself. Mr.
Putin and Mr. Jiang said “the pretext of amissile threat [from rogues such as North Koreg] is totally unjustified.” They
also criticized aU.S. proposal for amore limited ABM system to protect its troops and alliesin East Asia, which
Beijing fears would undermine its claim to Taiwan. In Christopher Bodeen, “Beijing, Moscow Hit U.S. on Shield,”
Washington Times, July 19, 2000: pp. 1, 11.

“Dmitry Safonov, “Russiais Ready to Bargain and Deal on Missile Defense,” |zvestiya, June 8, 2001: p. 3.
44y ekaterina Grigoryeva, “ Between ABM Defense and the Ballet,” | zvestiya, June 14, 2001: p.2

“peter Graff, “Putin Surprises West With Kim Rocket Deal,” Washington Times, July 20, 2000: pp. 1, 12.
43afonov, June 8, 2001: p. 3.

19



States with direct Russian assistance to rogues in developing their nuclear-missle

arsends?’

At the same time Moscow courted alies againgt U.S. hegemony, it sought to sow
dissention between the U.S. and its European alies. During the Cold War, the Soviet
Union conggtently pursued the god of dividing the United States from its European

dlies Revigting thistactic in the hopes of ddlaying or preventing U.S. NMD

deployment, Putin launched his own BMD plan to create ajoint “nonstrategic’ ABM
sysem in Europe. Former Russan Defense Minister Marshd [gor Sergeyev provided the
following details on Putin's “EuroABM” plan:

Putin’s suggestion to create a pan- European ABM system has once again
demondtrated that the Russa-NATO Founding Act foresees the possbility of
developing tacticd ABM defense in Europe... Russia could assst European States
in cregting atactica system capable of counteracting possible threatsin Europe. ..
First and foremost, we should toughen control over proliferation of missile
technologies. And secondly, we should proceed to... anumber of joint measures.
evauation of missle proliferation and possible missile threets, development of a
concept of acommon panEuropean TMD system and the procedure of its
creation and deployment; establishment of a pan-European multilateral center for
early missle launch warning; staff exercises; research and development of TMD
systems; deployment of TMD formations to protect peacekeeping forces and
civilians*®
The EuroABM system was cdled “non-drategic” snceit was intended to ded with
medium and shorter-range missiles, and was supposed to be based, initidly, on exigting
TMD capable systems. According to Colonel Generd Leonid Ivashov, then in charge of
the Defense Minigtry’ sinternational cooperation department, the system proposed by
Russawould not affect mgor internationa arms control agreements and its would be
deployed only after alengthy process.

Our proposals talk about possible defense and only against non-drategic ballistic
missles The cregtion of ABM systems capable of fighting balistic missleswith
maximal speeds of up to 5 km/sec and flight ranges below 3,500 km is dlowed by
New Y ork agreements on demarcation between strategic and non-strategic ABM
systems signed by Russiaas well as Bdarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine in 1997...

4"For example, see: Sovetskaya Rossiya, May 29, 2001.
*80leg Falichev, “Interview With Igor Sergeyev,” Parlamentskaya Gazeta, July 4, 2000: pp. 1, 2.
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Cooperation is conducted in the interests of dl European countries, and it would
not lead to the emergence of new “problematic states.” Nor would it lead to
increased tensions in relaions with states that are occasiondly referred to, without
sufficient reasons, as potentia aggressors. Concrete cooperative programs may be
conducted at bilateral and multilateral foundations and, by absolute necessity, in
accordance with specific stages. .. Firdly, we have in mind the evauation of the
nature and scope of baligtic missile proliferation and the threat of its use againgt
European dates; then the joint elaboration of the concept of the dl- European non
drategic ABM system, and findly, the establishment of the order, scale and
timing of the deployment of the non-strategic EuroABM. The proposed stagesin
the work are not ironclad. They reflect the logica sequence of the process of the
cregtion of complex weapon systems that include ABM systems.*®

In addition to the proposal’s clear politica intent, there was an economic incentive as

well. Moscow’s EuroABM reflected the desire Russian TMD hardware producersto find
markets. Nevertheless, some Russian specidists were openly skeptica of the proposdl.

In the opinion of Mgor Generd Vladimir Sipchenko:

Russia does not have the kind of weapons [needed for the construction of] a
reliable non-drategic ABM system together with Europe. Some Russian officias
clam that we will destroy enemy missiles a launch... Thisisabluff. We can only
rely on the S-300 and S-400 complexes. That is al we have. However, we do not
have missiles for the S-400. These complexes ill use S-300 missles. And [S
300g] are pure antiaircraft complexes... Moreover, S-300 is not a high-precison
weapons system... [n order to destroy an enemy missile at launch, S-300 or S-400
should be located somewhere nearby. Will North Koreans or Iragis alow usto do
that? The idea has till another serious flaw. Conflictsin the Persan Gulf in 1991
and 1998 and the war in Yugodaviain 1999 have demonstrated that ABM
systems based on active radars are helplessy outdated and should be eiminated.
High+precison weapons will iminate dectromagnetic emission sourcesin the

firg minutes of the next war, leaving a [particular] country without [air defense]

and ABM defenses. The A-135, S-300s, and S-400s all have active radar. The
Americans are sudying Russian proposals that have nathing in them worthy of
serious study.>®

““Maksim Baranov, “Russian Initiatives,” Parlamentskaya Gazeta, April 10, 2001: p. 2.

50Tikhon Grigoriev, “The ABM System Is Not a Feasible Option for Russia,” Delovoi Vtornik, No 22, June 27, 2000: p.
3.
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May 2001: Russian Reaction

Presdent Bush'sMay 1 speech a the Nationd Defense University (NDU) in Washington
D.C. offering the broad outlines of U.S. BMD thinking was a powerful jolt to the
Russans. Many redized its potertia sgnificance as awatershed in bilateral arms control
leading to overhaul of the MAD-based relationship. As stated by Alexander Golts.

On 1 May 2001 an event took place that one could venture to call historic. It was
emphasized that the proposed NMD system... would sgnify the revison of the
foundations of bilatera security that existed since the Sgning of the ABM

Treaty... The Kremlin should not turn aside from the new redlities but should try
with dl its might to understand them... The United Statesis in effect embarking
on aradica restructuring of its strategic forces and this basically destroys the
system of relations in the military sphere that has taken shape over the past 30
years. They were based on the principle of deterrence or the maintenance of
approximate equality of the nuclear potentia of Russa and the United States,
enshrined in awhole series of internationd treaties and agreements...>*

Russian observers dso noticed that the May 1 statement emphasized American readiness
to include Russiain consultations on the proposed new drategic framework. Thiswent
againg mogt of official Moscow' s predictions about likely U.S. tactics. Where Moscow
expected uncompromising toughness (that it was frantically preparing to oppose with its
own intransigence), it suddenly found an invitation to a dialogue for the sake of mutua

accommodation.

In hisfirst reaction to the May 1 speech, Putin expressed agreement with the genera
outline of Bush's speech, and emphasized its nonadversarid tone:

It is hard not to agree with the U.S. President when he says the world is changing
very rgpidly and that new threats could emerge. | agree we must think about
this... The Presdent’ s statement that the USA, the administration and the
President himself do not regard Russia as an adversary or an enemy is...
noteworthy. In my view, this creates a good basis for a positive didogue. We will
see the resuts of this didogue in the future.>

However, Putin did reconfirm along-standing Russian position that the exidting Status
quo in bilatera relations would be preferable to dragtic changes: “We must proceed from

S1Aleksandr Golts, “The Sharp End of the Nuclear Umbrella,” Itogy, May 4, 2001.
S2NTV International Broadcast, May 4, 2001.



the wdl-known principle that you shouldn’t undermine what you have aready achieved.

In trying to improve and modernize the system of internationa security, we must not

dlow it to deteriorate.”>®

Sources in the Russan adminisiration confirmed the positive officid reaction by the
Kremlin, but stressed disagreement with the perceived American desireto revise the
ABM Treaty. For example, Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov stated:

In his speech, U.S. President George Bush, setting forth the generd approaches of
the United States adminigtration to strategic stability issues, emphasized that
Washington intends to consult most carefully with and take into account the
interests of other nations, including Russa. Russiaiis ready for such consulteations.
We' ve got something to say.>*

Ivanov cautioudy added a reference to Moscow' s earlier proposas on deep reductions of

offensve weapons, and to alinkage between START and the ABM Treaty:

Russan Presdent Putin has put forward a comprehensive START-ABM program.
This program incorporates, among other things, the willingness of Russato go

for asubgtantiad reduction in strategic offensve arms, down to 1,500 nuclear
warheads for each side, and perhaps even lower. Aswe seeiit, this proposd is
consonant with the approaches of the current U.S. administration too. Our
proposas include aso a complex of measures to strengthen the regime for the
nonproliferation of missles and missle technologies... Asfor the ABM Treaty of
1972, this document, from out point of view, cannot be separated from the generd
architecture of arms control agreements that has been formed in the last 30 years
and that has become the basis of international security.>

In view of the internationad success of the May 1 U.S. initiative, some Russian ideologues
even tried to completely reverse rolesin setting the tone for arms control. Vaeriy
Manilov, then Firgt Deputy Chief of the Generd Staff of the Russan Federation claimed
that:

The speech that the President of the USA made on 1 May... actudly wasan
answer to the proposa of the Russian President about a congtructive dialogue,
which congsts of three parts. Firgt, he caled for ajoint assessment as to just how
redl the threats are. Secondly, we have to think through, on the basis of thisjoint

*lbid.
S4Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov’s News Conference on President Bush’s Remarks, May 2, 2001.
*lbid.
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assessment, asto just what kind of system must be developed by us, working

together, for parrying the threats. And, thirdly, we will make a decison asto how

we are to act and what equipment and wegpons are to be included in the

countering and parrying the threats without destroying the system of dtrategic

dtability. Bush assured [us] that no responsible decisions whatsoever would be

meade without consultations with the alies, partners, and other states and

condusions made jointly with them.>®
Liberas jumped a the rare opportunity to reinvigorate their attempts to promote Russia' s
rapprochement with the West. A vocal call to stop opposing U.S. NMD and turn to close
BMD cooperation with the United States came from former Foreign Minister Andrei
Kozyrev: “It isimportant to ‘take Bush a hisword’ as concerns his call to overcome the
‘Cold War’ mentality once and for dl... [Thisisthe] time... for pragmatism instead of

outdated stereotypes.”>’

According to Sergel Stepashin, Chairman of the Audit Chamber and aformer Prime
Minigter: “Russiais not interested in arace or a competition [with the U.S], but in
ensuring the country’ s security, proceeding firgt of al from economic conditions... The
stuation where U.S. Presdent Ronald Reagan announced the Star Wars program and the
USSR got involved in an arms race, but could not handle it economicaly, became one of

158

the reasons why the Soviet Union collgpsed, and it should not happen again.

Together with other moderates, Vladimir Lukin stressed the relative unimportance of the
proposed U.S. NMD for the overal balance of strategic forces. He aso underlined
common Russian and American interests, such as non-proliferation efforts, that could

drive future bilaterd negotiations:

The U.S. isready to withdraw from the 1972 ABM Tresaty, and thisisapalitica
redity... Presdent Bush's statement on bdlistic missile defense. ..opens up
possihilities for serious negotiations with the Americans. The question of
maintaining the agreements reached in 1972 is secondary today ... the main thing
for usisthe essence of the matter, namely, maintaining the strategic baance of
forces. At least for the next 15-20 years, Russia should be able to launch a
counterstrike. Russia, like the U.S,, isinterested in the non-proliferation of

%I TAR-TASS, May 12, 2001.
S’Andrei Kozyrev, “ABM - Thisis Our Chance,” Moskovskiye Novosti, May 8, 2001: p.5.
I nterfax, May 2, 2001.
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nuclear wegpons, and it isin our interests to conduct serious negotiations on the
whole range of these issues.>®

Lukin proposed to negotiate with Washington regardless of the fate of the ABM Treaty:

Negoatiations with the U.S. must be conducted whether or not Washington
withdraws from the ABM Treaty... The crestion of aNationd Missle Defenseis
the U.S. reaction to the existing danger of nuclear wesgpons proliferation... All
nuclear powers have an interest in ajoint discusson of and aresolution to this
problem... The American administration’s readiness to negotiate with Russa. ..
creates serious grounds for joint negotiations.®°

However, for the traditionalists whose approach was most clearly reflected by Moscow's
pre-May 1 comprehensive “nyet,” such mgor changesin traditiona arms control
remained totally unacceptable. Sensing vadillaion in the officid Kremlin postion, they
stepped up the rhetoric in favor of protecting the ABM Tresaty as “a cornerstone of
drategic sability” and opposing any accommodation on BMD.

Senior levelsin the Defense Ministry were particularly vocd. The red issues behind the
military’ s hodtility to any accommodation were summed up Professor Vitdiy Tsygichko,
academician of the Russan Academy of Natura Sciences:

Our leadership’sinitid reaction to the Bush proposals, voiced by Igor Ivanov, was
positive and opened up good prospects for didogue. But afierce attack on the
U.S. proposals was then organized under the leadership of the “civilian” Defense
Minister Sergel Ivanov... This anti-American campaign is supported by some
representatives of the military-industrid complex who make aliving from the
arms trade—not least with China—and by the crimindized business dlite, for
whom mgor economic cooperation with Americainvolving the need to establish
trangparent economic activity would bring with it the threet of the loss of their
hidden revenues... The U.S. NMD system will not impact on our nuclear
potentia—that is now common knowledge. The Europeans have long since been
gating openly that they will not fal out with America over NMD, while China—
for whom deployment of the U.S. NMD system does indeed devaue its nuclear
deterrent potentia—has officidly stated thet it does not object to the U.S. plans
provided they have no impact on its relations with Taiwan. It is obvious thet the
issue of the ABM Tregty is merely an excuse for opponents of anew relaionship
with America to continue with today’ s unfathomable and often unjudtifiably
confrontationa Russian foreign policy... It isan excuse for creating the

1bid.
ORIA, May 3, 2001.
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semblance of the preservation of a Situation of nuclear confrontation that no
longer exists a priori... %

Speaking on behdf of the military “faction,” Lieutenant Generd Viktor Koltunov, a
leading arms control negotiator, Sated:

The 1972 ABM Treaty has no time limit... It is based on objective

interrel ationships between srategic offensgve and defensve arms, which exist and
will continue to exist irrespective of how old the Treaty isand how long it will
remain effective. Moreover, the Treaty will become even more sgnificant as
further reductions in srategic offensve amsfollow. That iswhy Russaregards
the U.S. NMD as entailing extremely negative consequences for internationa
security.®2

In arare and notable exception to the negative reactions of the military establishment, an
aticlein the moderate dally |zvestiya argued that, in U.S. NMD did not worry thosein
the military professon and the military-industrial complex whosejob isto service the
daly operations of the Russian military machine:

Only the military remained indifferent to what was taking place [after the May 1
gpeech]...Personnd reshuffles are under way in the military department, and the
generas are exercised more about their persona fate. On the other hand the nub
of the matter istheillusory nature of what the Americans ultimately want to
cregte. Inthe United States itsdlf there is il no clear notion of what they want to
get asaresult. Only the most generd plans exist and the interim research and
testsindicate that for the time being the United States is not in a position to
deploy NMD...The generas from the Military Industrid Complex are dso
kesping mum. Russiadoes not haveto react at dl to the U.S. initiatives on
reviang the ABM Treaty—that was the opinion voiced to your | zvestiya
correspondent by Y uriy Solomonov, deputy general designer at the Moscow
Therma Engineering Inditute, where the most up-to-date Russian baligtic
missile, the Topol-M, was created. He believes that any threats on our part will
merdly play into the hands of the Americans who are seeking any opportunity to
talk about a danger of amissile drike... The designer is sure that the start of
research work on NMD will not lead to any serious spurt in the sphere of
improving the weapons or of the technol ogies connected with their production.®®

8lvitalii Tsygichko, “With the U.S.—Together or Separately,” Nezavisimaya Gazeta, June 9, 2001,
<http://www.ng.ru/politics/2001-06-09/3_together.html>

521 TAR-TASS, May 12, 2001.
5Dmitriy Safonov, “We Have Something To Say About This,” |zvestiya, May 11, 2001.
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The State Duma reinvigorated its own campaign againg the perceived NMD threst to
Russan interests. According to Deputy Chairman of the Russian State Duma
Internationa Affairs Committee Kongtantin Kosachev:

Presdent George Bush's speech at the Nationa Defense University would
produce a negative reaction amnong Russian parliamentarians concerned with U.S.
intentions to withdraw from the 1972 ABM Treaty. This Tresaty is the backbone of
drategic sability... If the Americans unilateraly bresk the ABM, Russaand

other nuclear states, such as China, for example, will have no other way than to
follow auit: to develop their own anti- missile sysems and resume building their
nuclear arsends... Russia should exert maximum efforts via talks and
consultations to consolidate international public opinion againgt the U.S. plans...

In military and politica terms, we need to demondtrate that no new ABM system
isfully reliable and effective®*

State Duma Spesker Gennadiy Sdeznev threatened that Russiawould renounce START

Il in response to U.S. actions infringing on Russan security interests.

In the course of [future arms control] talks we have to clarify... to what extent
will the 1972 ABM Treaty be destroyed and will this damage us? Second, why
arethey [the U.S] not ratifying the START Il Treaty? And third, do they redize
that we can renounce ratification of the START Il Tregaty a any moment sinceiit
was a condition of our ratification that the 1972 Treaty would not be affected.®

Dmitriy Rogozin, Chairman of the Committee on Internationd Affairsin the Russan
State declared that not only START |1 would suffer but also the entire structure of ams
control regimes. Future agreements with the U.S. would become impossible:

The Russan parliament may table amotion to renounce the START Il Tredty...
We have directly linked the ratification of the Treaty with the mandatory
preservation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. U.S. steps to abandon the 1972 ABM
Treaty will entail the collapse of the entire security architecture that has been built
to date... Thiswill certainly influence the further course of negotiations on
START 111.%°

Duma deputies competed with each other in the bellicogty of their satements. Aleksey
Mitrofanov, one of the leaders of the ultra-nationdist Liberd Democrétic Party of Russa

% TAR-TASS, May 3, 2001.
SMayak Radio, May 4, 2001.
% TAR-TASS, May 2, 2001.
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(LDPR), promised increased Russia- Chinese cooperation to thwart U.S. NMD aswdl as
abandonment of bilaterd and multilateral arms control agreements:

The new ABM concept isamed againg Russia, and adso againg China. Thisis
the reason why Russia should think of responsive messures, which should be
concrete and precise, both in the palitical and in the military-technica
gphere...We should aso announce our withdrawa from the Missile Technology
Control Regime and the nuclear wegpons non-proliferation regime. .. Participation
in the modernization of Chind s nuclear forces holds good financia prospects for
us...Whilethe U.S. isdeveloping its NMD system, Russia should develop a high-
tech program of its own.®’

On behaf of LDPR, Mitrofanov drafted alaw censuring the United States “for its
intention to create a National Missle Defense system,” and calling for effective counter-
measures. In particular, he proposed that “Putin consider the possibility of canceling the
nuclear wegpon nonproliferation Treaty and START I1. In addition, LDPR thinks that
Russa can launch its own program in the airgpace sector... Russamust not rely on
symmetrica responses. We must not think that we will be able to destroy American

satdllites with screw-nuts.” 8

However, on May 23, 2001, the State Dumarejected aresolution initiated by Mitrofanov
regarding the U.S. plansto deploy a Nationd Missle Defense system. The State Duma
found the LDPR’ s arguments “too shalow” and rgected his draft document without any
further discusson.

Aleksal Arbatov concentrated on the linkage between Russian military reforms and the
ease with which Washington was prepared to turn traditiona arms control on its head:

The planned curtailment of the Strategic Missle Forces isthe worst mistake [by
the new leadership of the Defense Minidiry] ... Asaresult, Washington has lost
interest in Strategic arms reduction treaties because Russiais doing the reduction
onitsown... Worse thingswill follow. A National Missle Defense systemn and
new nuclear powers will emerge on the scene.®®

Interfax, May 2, 2001.

88« Deputies Propose Countermeasures Linked with Washington’s Military Expansion,” Parlamentskaya Gazeta, May
23,2001: p.1

I nterfax, May 24, 2001.
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The Communisgts accused Putin of inaction in the face of American efforts to destroy the
bilateral balance of forces. Moreover, they emphasized the Russian government’s own
rhetoric that NMD was aimed at Russaand part of aU.S. atempt to secure geopolitical
domination. They asserted that to compromise with such an objective would be a
disservice to Russian interests. To these voices for atraditiondist approach to arms
control and strategic policy, responding with a build up of Russan cgpability was the
gppropriate answer. Vladimir Krylov, a pro-Communigt military andy, provided a
gatement typicd of this mindset:

...We should have fitting deterrent potentia to counter the potential of our
adversaries!  Otherwise aggression—in nuclear or non-nudear forms—wiill
become aredity... The threat to usis becoming extremdy seriousin connection
with the plans of the Pentagon and American adminigtration to build a system of
NMD... We can ded with the United States only “from a position of strength” —
and no other way... We are being given a unique opportunity to outstrip the
United Statesin the anti-missle rivalry once again.. .. The country’s defense must
be made firm and not destroyed, which is effectively what has been going on for
more than ten years now. .. The current generation of Russian paliticians will
have to resurrect the past might of Russa, including its military might. The era of
disarmament has not yet ensued. If you want peace, prepare for war.”®
After ligening to the moderates-versus-traditionalist debates, and no doubt responding to
domestic political concerns for Putin’s broader agenda, the Kremlin ultimately leaned
towards the traditionalist perspective. Moscow beieved that, in future bargaining with
Washington, it would gain more with a sarting position of intranggence than from a
demondtration of “liberd weakness.” When asked whether Russia has softened its hard-
line anti-NMD postion in the past few weeks, Foreign Ministry spokesman Aleksandr
Y akovenko answered on May 5, 2001 that, “ There has been no change and expressed

confidence that Russawill be able to convince the Bush adminigtration that NMD is not
necessary.

n7l

Thus Russian officids soon rushed to “darify” that the Kremlin'sinitia responsesto the
May 1 speech did not in fact amount to a change in the Russan position on NMD; Russa

"VIadimir Krylov, “ Pentagon Inspired,” Sovetskaya Rossiya, May 17, 2001.
"Russian TV RTR May 5, 2001.
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continued to endorse the strategic status quo and oppose any U.S. NMD. Foreign
Minigter Igor Ivanov himself rushed to darify that:

A natification has been forwarded to al Russian representatives abroad reiterating
that the position voiced by Russian Presdent Putin in his statement on ABM and
START issues on 13 November 2,000 remains unchanged... Russian President
Putin’s condructive policy provides for the continued reduction of strategic
offensve wegpons and preserving and strengthening the ABM Treaty of 1972,
which is a cornerstone of strategic stability and the basis for further Strategic
offensive wespons reduction as was recognized by al five nuclear powers.”

The new Russan Defense Minigter Sergel Ivanov declared that Russiamight react to
NMD deployment by giving up al rdevant arms control agreements—a standard Russian

position of recent years:

We are pleased to note that the Bush administration has recently embarked on a
broad range of contacts but it isimportant for everyone to clearly understand that
if the ABM Treaty losesitsforcein law, then thiswill bring repercussons that
literally nobody can predict. Because gpart from the ABM Treaty, there are 32
subsequent internationa agreements on arms limitation or nonproliferation of, for
example, nuclear wegpons, missile technologies and so on, and these agreements
aredirectly linked to the Treaty. Y ou cannot pull one brick out of the wall and
expect the rest of the edifice to remain in place. Of course the whole thing will
come %ash ng down. And it isvirtualy impossible to quantify the repercussons
of this.

This affirmation of the traditiondist gpproach to Russan arms control thinking was
amplified after aU.S. delegation discussed the issue with Russian officids on May 11,
2001. The Russians concentrated on what they believed was lack of substance in the U.S.
position, arguing that deficiency discredited the rationde for NMD. At the sametime,

they reterated, primarily for domestic consumption, their well-known position on

effective asymmetrical countermeasures against NMD should it be deployed. Marshd

Igor Sergeyev, newly appointed as Putin’s assistant on strategic stability, remarked:

Conaultations with the Americans had no influence on Russa s principle position
on the ABM problem - we will continue to come out in favor of preserving the
ABM Treaty of 1972 inits current form and againg the redization of U.S. plans
for the creation of a Nationd Missle Defense... A proposal was made to the

2 Igor Ivanov’s letter to the Duma International Affairs Committee,” Interfax, May 10, 2001.

Mayak Radio, May 28, 2001



Americans to cregte a joint expert group made up of missile specidigsin order to
address possible threats in the language of science, and not politics.”
According to Sergeyev, “We did not hear coherent arguments in favor of Washington's
plan to deploy the NMD system... Washington proposes to develop high-cost systems of
uncertain efficiency. Judging by the consultations, the United States so far cannot
imagine the way its system will be”®

I mpact of U.S. Palitics on the Russian Position

Traditiondly, Russans pay considerable attention to internal U.S. politica developments
that affect bilaterd relations. The redigtribution of power in the U.S. Senate was an
unexpected and welcome event that, in many Russian assessments, might dow down the
implementation of the Bush adminigtration’ s NMD plans. Andrel Kokaoshin, Vice
Chairman of the State Duma Defense Committee, and formerly First Deputy Defense
Minister expressed a conviction, shared by many in the Russian politica elite, that:

Democrats, who are about to get amgority in the Senate, fed rather skeptica
towards Bush' sidea. In the past, it was the Senate that stopped the SDI, so it has
certain experience in dealing with such... initiatives. The U.S. missile defense
system would redly sgnificantly undermine the leve of srategic security for
Chinaand India Therefore, they are very interested in preserving the ABM
Treaty. So nothing has happened so far. The way ahead islong and complex
talks.”®
The June 2001 Ljubljana Summit
The U.S.-Russian interaction on NMD took another turn with the first meeting of
Presdents Putin and Bush in Europe the month following the Bush NDU speech. The
summitin Ljubljana, Sovakia served severd productive purposes. it allowed the leaders
of both nations to meet each other directly and establish a persond rdationship; both
sdes had an opportunity to clarify their positions on arms control and other issues; and
the Presidents agreed on holding expert meetings on threat assessment and other BMD-

related issues. The summit in Soveniadid not result in amgjor breskthrough in bilaterd

"4Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, May 18, 2001
PlInterfax, May 14, 2001.

8\ ladimir Zmeyushchenko, “PRO and Contra,” Profil, May 14, 2001. See aso: Olga Shorina, “The Same People Who
Are Giving Us No Peace Will Give UsaHand,” Vesti.ru, May 28, 2001.
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relaions. At least as far as Russawas concerned, it strengthened the pessmidtic
perspective on the future of arms control.

Shortly after the summit, President Putin made severd statements confirming that
Russian policy continued to reflect the traditiondlist postion on the ABM Tregty and
NMD. At a press conference for foreign correspondents held in Moscow on June 18,

2001, he reiterated Russian arguments against changes to the arms control status quo.

Putin’s June 18, 2001 presentation made several important points. Putin emphasized that
he shared President Bush core view that “Russia and the United States are no longer
adversaries today, moreover they may become dlies” He stated that increased mutua
trugt isthe main result of the Ljubljana summit: “1 think the... component of trugt, is
beginning to emerge... It isan essentid achievement in our mesting with President
Bush.”’’

Putin aso dedt in detall with the assessment of proliferation threats, acknowledging thet

“I think the[U.S.] President is correct: we need to think about the way armaments are
developing at the most dangerous direction - the missile direction. And we certainly need
to see what would happen in this sphere in 10, 15, and 20 years.” At the same time, Putin
rgected American arguments about the potentid danger of balistic missile technologies
in possession of the “rogue’ sates, arguing that Soviet era short range missile technology
does not lead to long-range thresats of the sort used to justify NMD.

Putin admitted that, in principle, the ABM Treaty alows the partiesto creste Strategic
defense systemns. In principle, Putin agreed to review the issue of modifying the ABM
Treaty. However, before actudly accepting such modifications, Russia needed to
understand the specific reasoning for them. According to Putin, the two Presidents
agreed that:

Our specidists should single out and talk concretely on issues of purely technica
nature: i.e. what, in effect, we mean by the term “threat,” and what prevents us
from jointly or unilateraly, if such isthewill of our partners, to oppose these

"/ \adimir Putin’s press conference of June 18, 2001, <http://president.Kremlin.ru/events/242.html>
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threats? Specificdly, which dements of the ABM Treaty prevent overcoming
these thresats that we should moreover overcome jointly?

Putin emphasized that the proposa on expert consultations belonged to him and that the
consultations should concentrate both on the issue of potentid baligtic missile threats and
adjusments to the ABM Treaty in case the Treaty prohibits systems relevant to dedling
with those threats, e.g. by putting limitations on speeds.

We agreed (and that was my proposal) that our specidists should look not only at
where there exist threets, but also at what in the 1972 ABM Treaty interfereswith
the prevention of these threats today, speaking concretdly... We are talking about
missile peeds, that define the concept of “drategic’ or “tacticd” balistic missle
defense.
Inaparald assessment, Putin tried to downgrade the likelihood that the United States
could develop an ABM system that would operate at ICBM speeds of 7-7.5 km/sec in the
context of amgor Russan-U.S. exchange. Putin emphasized Russan fears that the
development of potentia components for U.S. NMD, such asradarsin Norway, serve as
an indication that the system would be aimed primarily againg Russa. Importantly,
Putin acknowledged a statement by the U.S. Secretary of State to the effect that “The
U.S. does not intend to destroy the 1972 ABM Treaty” and that the ABM system the
United States intends to create would be “effective, however limited in nature” In Putin’s
words, this statement was treated serioudy in Moscow, and it may form the foundation

for further bilaterd talks and negotiations.

We paid atention to this statement by Powell. | think it isavery importart
gsatement. The U.S. is not geared to destroy the ABM Treaty. For us, it isavery
important signa. We too think that ballistic missile defense should be effective.
Mr. Powell said: “It should aso be limited in nature.” We need to understand
what that means. Thisis the subject of discussions, and negotiations. Thisisa
serious Statement.
However, Putin aso raterated the Russian theme that the ABM Tresty is the foundation
of the entire system of arms control and non- proliferation regimes. Remova of that
foundation would lead to the collgpse of the superdtructure leading to an arms race and
proliferation. Congstent with that, Putin suggested that it was necessary to take the

interests of other nuclear powersinto account, notably China.



Though he did not believe U.S. actions would jeopardize Russia s nationd security
interedts, at least in the next 25 years, Putin confirmed that Russia remained wary of
potentid unilateral U.S. actions.

We regard the possibility of such unilaterd actions [by the United States] with
apprehension. | am convinced that in the next 25 years a least this would not
creste any subgtantia damage for Russia s national security. Any actions
including the unilatera ones. Moreover, if we are confronted with unilatera
actions and with the destruction of START | and START 11, | think our nuclear
potentia would be strengthened. Thiswould require practicaly no financiad
investments. If you look a START | treaty you would understand whet is
involved. Exiging missle carriers can be equipped with new warheads. Thisis
minima cogt, dmost negligible. However, the Russian nuclear potentid would
grow manifold.

In comments offered later, June 23, 2001, Putin chose to emphasi ze not cooperation, but
the threat of Russia's asymmetric response to U.S. withdrawa from the ABM Tresty."®
Reactionsto this tough talk out of the Kremlin were mixed. While the traditiondists
greeted Putin’ s threat of countermeasures with approval, their pragmatic-minded
opponents maintained that Russa had no redistic means to prevent the United States
from starting NMD programs, and that the Russian President’ s Cold War rhetoric wasiill

conceived and counterproductive. According to one such view:

The Russian side has no scenarios to enable it to keep the United States to the
framework of the 1972 ABM Treaty.... That iswhy Putinis promising to
withdraw from the START |l Treaty and increase the Russan MIRVed missle
arsenal ... Moscow will be forced to channd its aready meager State resources
into building up and keeping secure its own aready vast nuclear arsend.... Not a
very sensible solution, to put it mildly. "
The July 2001 Genoa Summit
The U.S. and Russian Presdents met again at the July 2001 G8 summit in Genoa, Italy.
At this meeting, Putin’s rhetoric was much more conciliatory than his June pledges of an
asymmetric response to U.S. NMD. The successful July 14 U.S. NMD intercept test was

crucidly importance for the evolution of the Russian perspectives and positions.

8V ladimir Putin’s press conference of June 23, 2001, <http://president.K remlin.ru/events/249.html>

79Vasiliy Sergeyev and Aleksandr Kornilov, “Putin Surprised Only the West,” Gazeta.ru, June 19, 2001,
<http://www.gazeta.ru/2001/07/19/putinudivil .shtml>



Reflecting the mgority opinion in Russian policymaking circles, andysts from the major
Russan daily Nezavisimaya Gazeta remarked that:

The successful ABM test would dlow the American President to feel confident in
negotiations with Putin in Genoa. .. It has been confirmed that the U.S. is capable
of creating aworkable ABM system alowing the defense of the territory of the
country againg single balisic missiles... An adequate Russan “anti-missle’
responseis hardly possible, primarily for economic reasons®°

Publicly ared criticism of Moscow's position on missle defense intengfied on the eve of
the summit. According to Vadim Solovyev, editor-in-chief of the popular Nezavisimoye
Voyennoye Obozreniye, “...Russa, by dinging essentidly to the old methods and forms
of rdaions, is unable to define a dignified place for itsdf in the new geopalitica

n81

circumstances.”” Officid Moscow and Russian observers thus appeared to be coming to

gripswith theredlity of achanged U.S. attitude toward traditiona arms control. As one of
the leading proponents of the traditionalist perspective on arms control, Marsha Igor
Sergeyev, stated shortly before the summit:

The fate of the ABM Treaty will be decided by October, when the U.S. finalizes
[its] Srategic review... The most plausible [scenarios] are the following:

unilateral U.S, withdrawa from the treaty, or its modificetion... Thefirst Sgn of
U.S. withdrawa from the treaty would be putting the first cement into sllosin
Alaska and the congtruction of radars... The Americans would not hide the fact of
the withdrawal from the treaty and would make an officia announcement on
that... Smply stated, the U.S. wantsto have its unilateral advantages
materidized— can destroy you, but you cannot destroy me®?

It is dso noteworthy that two leading, vocal uniformed opponents of compromise on the
ABM Tresaty, Colond Generds Ivashov and Manilov, were retired from their posts prior
to Genoa. Solovyev, writing after the summit, suggests these dismissals were a*“lesson”
for othersintent on obstructing Putin’ s latitude for compromise with the United States

8Mikhail Khodoryenok and Elena Shesternina, “Bush Again Has Aces In His Hands,” Nezavisimaya Gazeta, July 17,
2001, <http://www.ng.ru/world/2001-07-17/6_bush.html>

8lvadim Solovyev, “Washington Moves Steadfastly Towards Deploying the NMD. Moscow Relies Only on
Negotiating Process,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, July 20, 2001: p. 1.

82Gazeta.ru July 19, 2001, <http://www.gazeta.ru/2001/07/19/na995544780.shtml>

8 |vashov was in charge of the Ministry’s Department of Military Cooperation and Manilov was First Deputy Chief of
the General Staff and Ministry Spokesman. Vadim Solovyev, “Russia Replaced Anger With Charity: Kremlin



Faced with U.S. determination to move forward on NMD, M oscow appeared to find
utility in accepting the idea of a substantive didog on Srategic Sability. At Genoa,
President Putin agreed to bilatera discussions of both offensive and defensive systems.
The brief Joint Statement signed by the Presidents announced that:

We agreed that mgjor changes in the world require concrete discussions of both
offensve and defensve sysems. We dready have some strong and tangible
points of agreement. We will shortly begin intensive consultations on the
interrelated subjects of offensive and defensive systems®*
Aswas the case dfter the Ljubljana summit, Russian Foreign Ministry and Kremlin
officids tried to balance the Genoa language by stressing that Moscow has not made
concessions to the United States and that any talks would take yearsto conclude. For
example, an anonymous Kremlin officid emphasized the lengthy nature of the pending

discussons, teling 1zvestiya that:

| n-depth talks on the whole range of strategic offensive arms and dl international

acts and bilatera agreements associated with it are possible. Itisaso

theoretically possible to move toward new schemes of accords that would take

account of the interests of Russia and its strategic partners, but such work would

take several years®®
Other officids have aso noted the “lack of progress’ during the U.S. Nationa Security
Adviser’'s post-Genoa Moscow vist to discuss these issues. Security Council Secretary
Sergel Ivanov chose to emphasize that the specifics of an agreement on anew drategic
framework had yet to be identified and, therefore, talk of Moscow compromising was
premature. According to Ivanov, “to say whether or not we are prepared to compromise,
we need to know theoretically what exactly this compromiseisto be like. At the moment

we have no idea of it.”8®

Accepted Conditions of the Strategic Game Proposed by Washington,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, July 27,
2001: p. 1.

840ffice of the Press Secretary, White House, “Joint Statement By Us President George W. Bush and President of The
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8svetlana Babayeva, “ Interpreters,” |zvestiya, July 28, 2001.
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September 11, 2001

Terrorist attacks againgt U.S. targets on September 11, 2001 had amgjor impact on
Russian thinking on foreign policy in generd and bilaterd relaionswith the U.S. in
particular. As noted by aleading military commentator Mikhail Khodarenok, the events
took the Russian leadership by surprise, and ingtantly put into question prior policies
based on principles of superpower rivdry inherited from Soviet Union. The grestest issue
that Moscow had to face wasitsrole in the emerging new dliance of Western powers
againg the terrorist threst:

The sharp trandformation of the military-politica Stuation after September 11...
proved to be totally unexpected for the leadership of the Russan state and its
armed forces. The customary balance has collgpsed ingtantly. The analyses and
prognostications of the Defense Ministry and the General Staff ... that used to treat
the US as the most vicious enemy... have hardly any relevance... Russa should
now take adifficult choice... that would define the direction of its development

for many decades ahead... Long-term efforts to combat terrorism... may at some
point acquire the form of a military codlition between the two countries. However,
there is no unanimity on this highly important issue in the Russian palitica

crces.. Russais suck in the conflictsin the Caucasus, and, in dl fairness, the
limited capabilities of our state and its military machine do not alow “war on two
fronts’... Indeed, Russiafavors the dimination of internationa terrorism.
However, what will beits role and contribution to the forthcoming conflict? The
answer will define whether it becomes an integrd part of the globa community,

or will persist in self-isolation inherited form the USSR 8

In aseries of gpeechesin September 2001, president Vladimir Putin unambiguoudy
declared that Russia intended to be squarely on the U.S. sdein the war againgt terrorism.
A publication at the Utro.ru webste identified severd overriding reasons for the
Kremlin's pogition, however, it lso emphasized that Moscow’ s increased openness
towards the West might be sabotaged by “ second-tier” officids particdarly at the
Defense and Foreign Minigtries:

Even though... the support promised by Putin to America... does not look al that
subgtantid (Russiais offering use of its airgpace only for humanitarian and

certainly not for militarily missons), in the West his statement was greeted, it

may be said, with cheering... Why, despite the numerous negative factors

87 Mikhail Khodoryenok, “ Russia Makes a Strategic Choice. The Decision on Supporting US military Effortsin
Fighting Terrorism Will Define the Development of the Country for Many Decades to Come,” Nezavisimoe Voennoe
Obozrenie, September 21, 2001.
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involved for Russiain supporting the US actions unequivocdly and especidly in
backing that support with practical assstance, did Putin act the way he did?
Commentators are unanimous in picking out three main reasons. Fird, extremist
Idamic forces, epecidly the Taiban and Bin Laden’ s organization, condtitute a
direct threat to the Russan Federation’s Centrd Adan “underbelly” aswell asto
Russaitsdf. Second, under the flag of the common struggle againgt internationa
terrorism it is eaesier to conduct the politica and military campaign againgt the
Chechen separatists (whose links with Bin Laden are consdered proven). Findly,
third, Putin was determined to take advantage of the unique chance sent his way
by thewill of fate to make amgor breakthrough in relations with the Wes...
From the very gart of his presidency Putin has been clearly driving in the
direction of the West (just consider his repeated, abeit extremely cautious
gpplications for membership of NATO and the EU), even if, because of interna
and externd limitations, that movement has not been able until very recently to
pick up the desired speed... The members of his closest entourage (including both
Ivanovs [Defense Minigter Sergel Ivanov and Foreign minister Igor Ivanov]) are
following with totd disciplinein their leeder’ s wake, dbeit veering to one side
from time to time out of old-fashioned inertia. So the President has to gertly
correct them and not permit too great a deviation from the generd line. In
addition, a quite powerful latent resistance to the common course can be observed
in the second echelon of power (at the level of deputy leaders of federd
departments and below) -- in the Defense Minidry, in the Foreign Minigry and in
the enforcement structures. Trench-warfare thinking has put down such strong
rootsin those places. It is precisely blind bureaucratic resistance coupled with the
inertiain the higher echdons that condtitute the main internd obstacle to the
President’ s strategic plans. There are reports that, in elaborating Moscow’s
officid pogtion on the action being prepared by the United States, high-ranking
individuasin the Generd Staff and the special services advocated more “neutral”
forms of words, not implying any commitment... According to them, Russa
should not help the United States as long as Washington is trying to expand
NATO and planning to abandon the ABM treety. These experienced, high-
ranking military men ill enjoy sgnificant influence in the Russan corridors of
power, where their deputies and protégés nowadays hold leading posts.®

Taking advantage of the Kremlin's new rhetoric, many Russian liberas hoped to revive
movement towards a bilaterd Russan- American dliance:

In Ljubljana and Genoa both the Russian and the US presidents... actudly
understood one ancther. It istoo soon to guess, but it may happen that, following
the 11 September tragedy, the new, trusting relations between the leaders will be
the prologue to new, dlied relations between our countries®®

8 “Pytin Seen To ‘ Smash Outdated Stereotypes’ in Backing U.S.” Utro.ru, October 2, 2001.
89 | i
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On September 25, 2001, speaking in the German Bundestag, Vladimir Putin seemed to
have offered such an aliance to the West based on the need to give up Cold War
mentalities and practices, and recognize the existence of new threatsto civilized

humenity:

We continue living under the old system of values—we talk about security,
however in redity we have not learned how to trust each other. Despite endless
sweet tak, we continue to tacitly oppose each other. We ether cal for loyaty
towards NATO or debate the rationdity for its expanson. We till cannot agree
on problems of baligtic missile defense. For many decades during the 20th
century the world lived under the redity of the two opposing systems... We have
become accustomed to live in anticipation of the catastrophe to such an extent that
we gtill fail to comprehend and eva uate the changes that are happening in our
world. We dmost refuse to recognize that the world is no longer divided into two
hostile camps... The world has become much more complex. We do not want or
cannot comprehend that the structure of security that has been created over
previous decades and has been effective to neutralize former threats is today
unable to deal with new thrests... The readiness of our partnersto join forcesin
opposing red and not imaginary threats would demonstrate their seriousness and
reliability. What do we gtill need to cooperate effectively? Despite al positive
achievements of the last decades, we could not devel op an effective mechanism of
interaction. Coordinating bodies that have been created so far, do not provide
Russiared opportunities to participate in the process of preparing and adopting
decisons. Today, decisions are often adopted without our participation, and then
they only ing st that we support these decisons. And then they again talk about
loyaty to NATO... Isthistrue partnership? Today we must once and for all
declare: the Cold War isover! We are a anew stage of development. We
understand that without a contemporary, solid and stable architecture of security
we would never be able to create the atmosphere of trust in the continent... Today
we must say that we relinquish our stereotypes and ambitions, and henceforth we
would E%e providing for the security of the populations of Europe and the world
jointly.

In making his broad offer of cooperation with the U.S,, the Russian president tried to
avoid any mention of a quid-pro-quo. He expected Washington to teke theinitiativein
setting favorable conditions for Russan participation in the anti-terrorist front. 1t was
assumed that, as the result of severd rounds of bilateral consultations in previous months,
the American sde had fair knowledge of the concessions Russia hoped for in Strategic

relations with the U.S.: lenience on Russan actions in Chechnya, degp offendve weapons

9 Official website of the President of the Russian Federation. September 25, 2001.
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reductions, preservation of the ABM Treaty, admission to the World Trade Organization
(WTO) if not NATO, etc.

The BMD-oriented debate became particularly lively with this shift. Theliberds and
redlists in Moscow were particularly active in promoting mutual accommodation. One of
their goas was to tone down Russan rhetoric caling for asymmetrica measuresto NMD
deployment. Military expert Sergel Kreidin summarized these views:

Tragic events of September 11 would most probably strengthen American belief
in the need to improve the entire system of nationa security, starting with specia
services and ending with the NMD shield called upon to protect the U.S. from the
threst of repeated terrorigt attacksin their missle variant... In this Stuation al
Russia can do is either to look from the Sde a the destruction of the “ cornerstone
of drategic gahility”, or to move towards closer [bilatera] positions on problems
of drategic Sability and U.S. National BMD. In Ljubljana... the Russan
president made an unprecedented declaration on Russian readiness to discuss
possible changes to the 1972 ABM Treaty. Andyds received this even like the
bolt from the blue... In principle, the parties may pursue their policies without
paying attention to each other. But eventudly, no one would benefit from such a
course, rater, everyone would lose. Suppose we failed to come to agreement and
the U.S. withdraws from the ABM Treaty unilaterdly. Russia responds by fitting
its [sngle warhead] missiles with additiona nuclear warheads. Traditiondly,
Washington iswary of our land-based MIRVed missiles, and it has spent alot of
effort to assure their banning under the START |1 Treaty. However, formaly,
U.S. withdrawd from the ABM Tresty rdlieves us of the obligations under other
tregties, including START | and START II. The resulting Situation appears less
than acceptable for both sides. For Russia, it would create if not acolossd than
additiond burden for the tight state budget. Moreover, no concessions or
compensations from the U.S. would be forthcoming in that case. For the U.S,,
guarantees of nationa security in confrontations with the rogue states would

entall partia return to the times of the Cold War and the reduction of criss
dahility in conflict Stuations with the Russian Federation which is hardly in
Washington'sinterest... The objective foundation of the possible compromise
over the fate of the 1972 ABM Treaty isthe inability in principle of the
prospective U.S. NMD to block in a guaranteed way retdiatory actions of the
drategic forces of the Russan Federation. .. This understanding fully agrees with
the words of the Russian president who talked about the norobligatory nature of
gpecific measuresin case the U.S. fails to observe the obligations taken upon
itsdf to limit its ABM shidd. For example, the withdrawa by the Russan
Federation from the START | and START | tregtiesis possible but not at all
mandatory in case of the U.S. unilateral withdrawa from the 1972 ABM Tregty.
Moreover, there is another possibility when we respond to the U.S. NMD
withdrawa we respond not by increasing the number of our warheads but by their
certain reduction accompanied by Smultaneoudy fitting strategic carriers with



ABM penetration devices. All this sets arather wide fidd for possible
compromise decisions on the new modernization of the contours of Strategic
stability. >

However, Russian traditionaists continued to express suspicion of the United States.
They maintained that the NMD effort, spurred by the antiterrorist campaign, reflected the
U.S. urge for globa dominance and needed to be opposed by Russia. According to
Professor Viktor Slipchenko:

It is clear that the U.S. does not want parity dependence on nuclear Russa.
Sooner or later it will destroy the 1972 ABM Treaty... Under the cover of the
acute “need” to possess the NMD to defend againgt certain future missile-nuclear
rogue states (e.g. North Koreg, Iran and Irag) the U.S. pursues a... very important
god for itsdf: by financing the capitd-intensive NMD, it wants to assure

financing of the creetion of the space-based information echelon and the land-
based information infrastructure that would be used for purposes of the ABM
system and in order to conduct contact-free wars. .. The space-based information
echelon, to be created dlegedly in the interests of the NMD, would dlow the U.S.
to get alead on Russa and other countries in the ability to conduct wars of the
next generation, and to maintain thet lead for at least 10 years. Already with the
beginning of the deployment of the NMD unavoidable new geopoalitica factors
would emerge overturning the entire strategic stability on the planet.®2

In sum, the events of September 11 ultimately did not change the position of the
traditionaists or liberds with respect to U.S. interests in missile defense. However,
sympathy with the United States and the possibility of a new, more broadly-based
callegid relationship with Washington proved to be important in shaping Russia's
response to continued U.S. interest in BMD. A new Russan-U.S. partnership in
combating terrorism could, in effect, occur “over the head” of bilaterd disagreement
on missle defense while facilitating other Russian interests, for example with respect
to Chechnya and Russian concern about extremist Idam on its southern borders.
Such anew rdationship aso could soften the blow of U.S. ABM Treaty withdrawd.

%1 Sergei Kreidin, “Getting Out of the Impasse. Terrorist Actsin the U.S. Force Moscow to Look for Ways to Resolve
the ABM Problem,” Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, October 5, 2001.

92 Slipchenko, “The U.S. Needs the ABM Shield Like a Fish Needs an Umbrella’
<http://www.nasledie.ru/oboz/N09_01/9_14.HTM>.
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The Shanghai Summit

The economic meeting in Shanghai in late October 2001 dlowed Vladimir Putin to
continue contacts with his American counterpart. In public gppearances, while reiterating
his bdief in the importance of the ABM Tregty for strategic sability, Putin talked about
“progress’ on BMD with the U.S.:

| believe we redlize that we can reach an agreement [concerning the ABM issug]
with due account to the nationdl interests of Russa and the United States and the
need for consolidating the internationd stability in that vital sphere... We [Russa
and the United States] have somewhat progressed in the ABM issue. We agree
that we must think about the future and adequately react to possible future threets.
We are ready to discuss that with our American partnersif they offer us particular
parameters for these debates... The ABM Treaty isacrucid eement of the
internationa stability... It ishard for usto agree with fears about terrorists seizing
astrategjc intercontinental missile®®

Commenting on the results of the summit, Sergey Karaganov, head of the Council on
Foreign and Defense Policy, clamed that Russa had gained some “room for maneuver”
dlegedly because the U.S. had dso “toned down its position” on withdrawing from the
ABM Treaty. However, he saw pitfalsin revison of the Russan postion:

It is entirely obvious that George Bush has been toning down his postion
somewhat. This undoubtedly provides some room for maneuver, but, at the same
time, it creates a very dangerous trap. Since Bush has stated the possibility of
talks on withdrawing from the ABM Treaty, those talks could lead to
confrontation. Consequently, it would be more expedient to hold broad politica
consultations in the process of which the Americans could withdraw from the
tresty unilaterdly. In this Stuation Russawill naither support them nor
participate and, correspondingly, it will not share the blame for the withdrawa
from the treaty. Thus, we can avoid the ambiguous Situation where it will be
necessary to put up stiff opposition, aswel asavoiding a humiliaing Stuation
after the Americans have nonetheless withdrawn from the treaty.>*

A wdl-known liberal deputy of the State Duma, Boris Nemtsov, saw no danger in the
remova of the ABM Treaty and even suggested that the creetion of U.S. NMD would
“open up the possibility for negotiations: it will be possbleto ings that the US nationd
missile defense system be devel oped with the active technical cooperation of Russa and

% Itar-Tass, October 21, 2001.
% Viktoriya lvanova, “We Could Not Have Expected Any More,” Moskovskaya Gazeta, October 22, 2001.
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Europe... Another possihility is the resolution of awhole range of economic problems

we have, for example, attracting investment to Russia” %

However, shortly after the meeting in Shanghal, and in expectation of the next bilaterd
summit in the United States in November 2001, a skeptical view began to take root in
Maoscow to the effect that Washington had by and large ignored the Russian offer of a
“higtoric dliance.” Skeptics argued that the United States wanted to pursue the war
againd terrorism without involving Russain away that would entail a compromise on
key issuesthat till separated the two countries, particularly the ABM Tregty.

It was not surprising then that Moscow continued its campaign in favor of preserving the
ABM Treaty. In particular, together with Belarus and Ching, it reintroduced a pro-ABM
Treaty resolution at the fal sesson of the UN General Assembly. However, a the same
time, gpparently in anticipation of the dmogt inevitable U.S. withdrawa from the Tresty,
appedls began to be heard for Russiato give up the “atificia” congraint of arms control
agreements in order to develop its military potentid in away that corresponded to
Russan interests.

Another idea gaining momentum was to pressure the U.S. indirectly by improving
Russa s ganding in the Third World, particularly in Asa where the Americans face
serious chalenges. Improved palitica relations with Ching, India, Iran, etc., were
expected to carry the message of potentid Russian military involvement on behaf of
regimes and forces targeted by the U.S. in its globa campaign againg terrorism.

Some of the most optimidtic libera hopes for anew aliance with the United States
gmilar to the World War 11 relationship were clearly shown to be wishful. However, the
Putin government continued to hold up the new, closer bilatera relationship asan
important success for Russa. Putin aso chose not to antagonize traditiondists by
offering the U.S. ABM related compromises to preserve the 1972 treaty—an important
position going into the next meeting between the Presdents in Crawford, Texas.

% Ekho Moskvy, October 20, 2001.



The Crawford (Texas) Summit
There are indications that Vladimir Putin was heavily pressured before the summit by the

military trying to prevent any unfavorable compromise between him and his American
counterpart on key strategic issues, particularly the ABM Treaty. According to Vadim
Solovyev, editor-in chief of Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie:

Several events on November 10-12, on the eve of the three-day meeting between
presidents of Russaand the U.S. revedled the far from harmonious relations
between the Generads and the Supreme Commander... Contradictions with the
Kremlin sarted to evolve some time ago, however the mechanism of the political
control over the command of the armed forces prevented them from going into the
open... With the beginning of the antiterrorist war a military man — Commander
of the Generd Staff Anatolii Kvashnin had stepped forward... Career military
now believe that they may influence the presdent and his surrounding in a purdly
political sense. Strategic parity with the U.S,, geopolitica balance in Centrd Asa
and the Middle East, and the socia procurement for the military are, asa
minimum, three key issuesin which that the military want to influence the
country’s leadership. Regardless of any declarations the presdent may make on
the readiness for a compromise with the U.S. on the 1972 ABM Treaty, acting
Generds gtick to their point of view completely in accordance with the Soviet
tradition, i.e. the Treaty should not be changed under any circumstances! It is
better to let the Americans withdraw from it unilaterdly than to agreeto a
compromise. People around Putin fed this position is tantamount to going back to
the Cold War. The other day, the current Kremlin's gppointee in the Defense
Minisiry Sergel Ivanov recognized that when he called the ABM Tresty “ardic
of the [Cold War] period.” Such a declaration could not but enrage the Generals,
particularly at the background of the policy of reducing the Russan missile
nuclear potentia approximately fourfold, i.e. down to 1,500 warheads. Intuitively,
the Generds should understand that their socid worth would decrease by the
same order or even more. .. Discontent is aso fueled by the Kremlin decisonsto
scrap basesin Vietnam and Cuba, reduce Russian peacekeeping contingentsin
Bosniaand Kosovo, and by the reduction of Russian military presence in the
Trans-Caucasus and the Trans-Dnestrian region, while NATO comes closer and
doser.glhe president’s military policy... giveslittle reason for enthusasm

ether.

Domedtic reactions to the summit results demongtrated that the Russian policy elite
remained divided on the fundamentd issues sheping the bilaterd rdationship. The
mgority of liberals hailed the unique new style of friendliness and trust between the

% \adim Sol ovyev, “Top Brass Put More Pressure on the Kremlin,” Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, November 16,
2001.



leaders of the two nations, and their generd readiness to reduce nuclear arsends. The
announcement that the U.S. and Russiawould continue consultations on strategic defense
and the ABM Tresaty “in the broad context” of a new strategic relationship was aso noted

as afavorable development.®’

Some public commentary suggested that the fact that the ABM Treety survived the
summit was evidence that the American pogtion was softening. According to Sergel
Rogov, Director of the Ingtitute of U.S.A. and Canada Studies, “The U.S.
adminidration’s rgection of its announcement of unilaterd withdrawd from the ABM
Treaty was a fundamentally important result of the [summit].”%® It was hoped that
ingtead of abandoning the Treaty, the sides would come to amutua accommodation
alowing the U.S. to continue testing e ements of its NMD system, while making further
reductions of the strategic offensive arsenals of both countries.®®

However, the jubilation of the liberds about the generdly accommodating tone of the
summit was marred by the absence of specific forma agreementsthat could trandate
good intentions into concrete actions.®° In effect, the apparent American desire to
abandon formally negotiated tregties on arms control in favor of unilaterd initiatives
confused and irked not only the liberals but a'so most other commentatorsin Russa. In
the predominant Russian view, non-binding unilatera steps on arms reduction could be
dowed down, stopped or atogether reversed at any point by future administrationsin
both countries for various unpredictable reasons. Verification and control would be
dubious if not impossiblein this stuation.'®* A less formal relationship was dso
understood to be adiminution of Russan influence and Sature.

9 |tar-Tass, November 13, 2001.

% |nterview With Sergei Rogov, “Has Meeting Between George Bush and Vladimir Putin Justified Expectations?”
Nezavisimaya Gazeta, November 17, 2001, pp. 1-2.

9 Vladimir Kuzar, “A Compromise I's Possible, But With the ABM Treaty Preserved,” Krasnaya Zvezda, November
15, 2001.

100 see, Andrei Kozyrev, “What Do We Need From America,” Moscow News, November 22, 2001.
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Asfar asthe anti- Putin opposgition was concerned, it rejected the summit results,
particularly the proposed further cuts in offensive weapons, asafina blow to Russas

gtatus and security. According to communist leader Gennadii Zuganov:

During his vist to the United States, Russian Federation President V.V. Putin
dtated hisintention to sharply reduce Russa s strategic nuclear forces. Thisisan
agtonishing statement. For two generations the country made the most difficult
sacrifices for the sake of creating anuclear missle shield. About one-third of the
Soviet Union's nationd income wasinvested in it. And now Mr. Putin, with a
degree of ease bordering on irresponsibility, is moving toward the destruction of
this shidd, which, even 10 years after the collgpse of the economy and the Army,
gill ensures Russia s security and its status as agreat power ... G. Bush'sverba
statement about the United States alleged readiness to make a similar reduction
should not be the reason for Russato disarm unilaterdly. The United States has
ahuge superiority in conventiona armed forces. Americaretains a powerful
military-industria complex and is cgpable of swiftly building up its nuclear

forces. Mr. Putin’s*disarmament” plans directly open the way for the United
States to create an antimissle defense systlem, which is definitively destroying the
baance of forcesin theworld... In essence, Russa sruling group isin the
process strategic capitulation to the West.1%?

Officidly, Russd s continued ing stence on no substantive change to the ABM Tregty
demonsgtrated the continued importance of traditiondists in domestic politics. In sum, for
Putin, the cost (both in terms of dometic politics and internationa stature) of making a
concession on ABM Treety sufficient to satisfy American interests outweighed the value
of apreserved Treaty for Russan prestige and security.

U.S. Announcement on ABM Treaty Withdrawal

Russian response to the December 13, 2001 announcement of the U.S. adminigtration’s
decisgon to withdraw from the ABM Tresaty in accordance with proceduresin Article XV
was, to the surprise of many, quite muted. Putin’s short statement in response to the
American withdrawa announcement made the following points:

The U.S. hasthelegitimate right to abandon the Treaty in accordance with Tresty
provisons,

Though an American “mistake’, the withdrawal decision does not creete
immediate threats to Russan security;

102 « statement by Gennadiy Zyuganov, chairman of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Russian
Federation and chairman of the Peopl€e's Patriotic Union of Russia,” Sovetskaya Rossiya, November 17, 2001.



Abandonment of the ABM Tresaty leads to the emergence of alegd vacuum in the
elaborate system of agreements in the sphere of disarmament and the
nonproliferation;

That “vacuum” should befilled up by rapid eaboration of a“new framework” of
drategic mutud relaions,

Under that “framework” consderable reductions of offensve weapons should
take place (preferably to the level of 1,500-2,200 warheads for each side).*®

In an interview to the Financial Times of London, posted on the presidentia website on
December 17, 2001, Vladimir Putin expanded on his December 13 statement:

While the U.S. hasthe legd right to withdraw from the Treaty, a better way
would have been to modify it to accommodate American interestsin NMD
teding;

Moscow was prepared to agree to modifications needed by Washington, however,
the Americans never actudly defined their modification requiremerts,

Thewithdrawal creates no new direct thrests to Russa The NMD system will
take yearsto build, and in any case it would be ineffective againgt Russian
ICBMs.

At the same time, according to Vladimir Putin, the dimination of the ABM Tresty and
the U.S. BMD push would:

Disturb the balance of forces,

Increase the potentid of offensive wegpons,

Lead to the arms race in space;

Prevent leading nuclear powers from restraining third parties involved in the arms
race.

Putin noted the option to increase Russia s offensive arsend through MIRVed ICBMSs,
however, he maintained that this is not an unavoidable step, and that everything would
depend on the “quality of bilaterd relations.” The Russian president stated that “If

103 gee, Vadim Markushin, “Bad News for the World Community: Russian Federation President V.V. Putin’s
Statement,” Krasnaya Zvezda, December 15, 2001.
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[bilaterd] relations are built according to the partnership or dliance modd then nothing
” 104

terrible would happen even if we do not have alegaly binding tresty.

Other officids of the Putin adminigtration generaly echoed his satements. Foreign
Minigter Igor Ivanov reflected the interest of his agency in preserving as much of the
traditiona structure of arms control agreements as possible, and in engaging the U.S. in
further negotiations. Taking to journdists during avidt to Namibia on December 14,
2001, Ivanov expressed hope that, after withdrawing from the ABM Treaty, Washington
“will not make smilar moves in relaion to other tregties and agreementsin the ams
control sphere” He aso stressed that, in deciding to pull out of the ABM Tresgty, “the
U.S. was not guided by security reasons.... Thisisapolitica decison reflecting acertain
ideology.” At the sametime, the Russian Foreign Minister gppreciated “the willingness
publicly aired by the U.S. adminigration to immediatdly start negotiations with Russa on
anew framework of strategic relations and on drafting tresties on radical reductions of
drategic offensve wegpons. Thisisagood chance to demonstrate devotion to the
principles of strategic sability.” Ivanov said he hoped that “ Russan American contects,
which have been active of late, will be continued, so asto gpproach mutualy acceptable

agreements on the most important problems of strategic stability.”1%°

Defense Minigter Sergal Ivanov, formdly a civilian, who consstently tried to project
himsdf as areformer of the Russian military establishment and aliberd, followed closdy
in Putin’s steps describing the effects of the U.S. decision:

The Russan Defense Ministry will not take any dradtic direct or indirect seps|in
connection with the U.S. withdraw from the ABM Tresaty... We have plans about
the development of the Strategic Missile Troops, which were drafted long before
that... mistaken decision. But it has no effect on our military security... We hope
that this vacuum [created by the abandonment of the ABM Treaty] will befilled,
in particular, with a Russan-American treaty on radica cuts of srategic offensve
armaments under grict internationa control and verification. Persondly, | take
the US decison rather camly and | think that it is more ideologica and economic
than anything else 1%

104 seer Official website of the President of the Russian Federation, December 17, 2001.
105 | nterfax, December 15, 2001.
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Marshd Igor Sergeyev aso picked up on Putin’ s idea about “filling up the lega vacuum”

in the area of arms control:

Without doubt, the most dangerous thing isto be in the kind of lega vacuum,
where we find ourselves today, or in which we will find ourseves on 13 June, if |
remember correctly. It will take six months. So, both sdes should make full use
of this period up until the withdrawa from the treaty to ensure that a replacement
for the ABM treaty takes shape, and to formulate a new framework of mutud
relations between the USA and Russa. We aso need to give red substanceto
this, which will guarantee globd stability. Thisincludes srategic sability

between our powers, assuming that we are now partners, and not enemies. | think
that these framework agreements will reflect the fact that the two presidents have
agreed on gpproaches to defense and attack systems. | think that it isimperative to
resolve what the limitations are of the missile defense system, so that we
understand that this has been specified.X®’

Leading Russian arms control expert Dmitrii Gornostaev provided severd explanations
for the muted Russan officid reaction to the U.S. withdrawa announcement;

Maoscow wants to avoid building up tension in bilatera relations;

It had been prepared politically and psychologicaly for the U.S. decision for
sometime;

It istoo early to threaten Americans with specific countermeasures,

Moscow il hopesthat the U.S. will either review its decison, or will agree to
negotiate a new agreement to replace the ABM Tresty;

Russa understands that the NMD will not be able to undercut its deterrence
cgpability for many yearsto come; and

Maoscow may be able to offset the growth of the U.S. military potentia by
entering into an aliance with mgor Asian powers Chinaand India®®

Predictably, there were some harsh reactions to the U.S. announcement. Some in the
military essentialy contested the President’ s assertion that U.S. missile defense would
not jeopardize Russian security. According to Chief of the Russian Generd Staff Anatalii
Kvashnin, the U.S. decison “would change the military-politicad Stuation and have a

17 RTR TV, December 16, 2001, Vesti Nedeli Report.
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negative effect on the whole of strategic stability. It will untie the hands of a number of
countries and may bring about a new phase of the arms race.”1%° The retired Colone-
Generd Leonid Ivashov argued that “it will be not so much launch complexes as globa
information systems (GIS) thet will dominete in the antimissle system thet isbeing

formed in the United States, which will enable the Pentagon to control dmost the entire
world space, including Russa” In his opinion, through GIS, Russian territory, it Srategic
wegpons, and aso the most important economic and adminigrative facilities will be
under congtant threat and the United States will have the opportunity to exert pressure on
them using even conventiona weapons11°

Some liberas expressed concern that the military would use the withdrawa notice as an
excuse to press for massive rearmament. In the words of the deputy chairman of the
Dumafaction of the Union of the Right Forces Viktor Pokhmelkin, the U.S. move “may

lead to an arms build-up in Russia, to the great pleasure of our own hawks”***

Vladimir Lukin emphasized the long-term negative political effect of the American

decison for bilaterd relations

For the U.S. to unilateradly settle such issues after our close and confidentia
cooperation during the antiterrorist operation is, of course, abad sign for future
development of our relaions, for the level of trust in the future... Itisabad Sgn
for our leadership. It isabad sgn for our public opinion that Started shifting
gradually towards trusting the U.S*2

Sergel Rogov predicted serious trouble for the U.S. inits relations with Russa and the
American dliesin Europe, aswdl asinterndly:

Washington's decison isa disaster not only in Russan-American relaions... The
White House acted very ruddly towards its European partners. It put itsNATO
dliesbefore afait accompli... Washington’swithdrawal ... would cregte very
serious problems for the White House in its relations with European dlies... The

109 Interfax, December 13, 2001.

110 Aleksandr Orlov, Leonid Ivashov, “Withdrawal From ABM Treaty Will Enable United States To Control Almost
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1 nterfax, December 13, 2001.
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unilateral withdrawal ... would exacerbate the politicd struggleinsdethe U.S. It
would serioudy damage the congtruction of relations between the U.S. and Russa
and would complicate the redlization of possibilities that have appesared in recent
months... The decison by the Bush adminigration... does not mean that the issue
is closed once and for al. Thereis a powerful democratic oppostion in the U.S.
congress. Moreover, the democrats have levers of influencing the government,
including through the procedure of adopting the budget for the Pentagon. The
monoalithic unity that has emerged in the congress after the tragic events of
September 11 is split. Currently, the ABM issue is becoming the main issuein the
political contest between the republicans and the democrats. '

Heed of the Duma Committee on Internationd Affairs, Dmitrii Rogozin raised the
possibility of specific Russan countermeasures:

We are left with only one dternative, for which we have dready prepared,

without publicizing the fact. That isto plan in what way our strategic nuclear

forces can best be linked to our new requirements, our economic capabilities, and

the geography of the country. This means, | think, that we can return

wholeheartedly to the policy of in one way or another maintaining or developing a

new cgpability for our heavy missles, srategic misslesthat may now be

equipped with multiple warheads, which in principle was forbidden under START

11 in the case of ground-based missiles!**
Other Russan commentators denounced the U.S. decision because, in their belief, it
would “dimulate the race in missile-nuclear wegponsin Asa. This decison would most
probably ental gppropriate actions by others, beginning with China and ending with Irag.
It diminates the system of control over armaments.” > In the opinion of Alekse
Arbatov, the Chinese leadership might revise its program of developing strategic nuclear
forces in the wake of the U.S. adminigtration’s decison: “China can increase [its current
nuclear arsend of 20 missles] to 1,000 units over ashort period of time.” A chain
reaction will follow including Indiaand Pakistan. However, Arbatov drew the line at
cooperating with Chinaiin the strategic arms sphere, “otherwise, it may pose athreat to

Russia's national security.” 10
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Only rare comments avoided blaming the U.S. for the collapse of the ABM Treaty
regime. In the opinion of libera arms control expert Pavel Podvig from the center for
Disarmament, Energy and Ecology of the Moscow Indtitute of Physics and Technology,

Moscow bears its own share of responsbility, and should not count on responding to the
U.S inkind:

The U.S. withdrawa from the ABM Tregaty would become atestimony of the
serious debacle in Russian policy and not necessarily because the U.S. would
acquire the ability to create the ABM system that can change the Russian
American drategic balance. The system under creation would not be able to affect
that balance since it would be unable to intercept Russian balistic missles with
any effectiveness. For the same reason, it should not be expected that the
disappearance of the ABM Treaty would become the beginning of somekind of
an amsrace: none of its potentid participants, including Russa and Ching,
amply have the need to increase their nuclear arsenals. The defest of the Russan
policy will conggt in something dse: U.S. withdrawa from the ABM Tregty
would cregte the precedent of the termination in activity of a seriousinternationd
agreement.... Theirony of the Stuation isthet... while trying to underlinetherole
of the ABM Treaty as “the cornerstone of strategic stability”... the Russan
government did nothing to prevent the collgpse of the treaty... Moreover, recent
Russian policy failed to contribute to the preservation of the Treaty. On the
contrary, it was rather leading to its demise. The emphad's, gpparently, was made
on that the refusal to compromise on ABM issues that Russia demonstrated
recently, would help Put the entire respongbility for the collgpse of the treety on
American shoulders.™’

What is clear, and remarkable, isthat despite the darm and despair from both liberals
and trditionaigts, the Putin government has been carefully moderate in response to
the U.S. move. From the traditionalist perspective, the Russian president “stood up”
to the Americans by not agreeing to extensive Treaty modifications. From the libera
perspective, Putin demongtrated a willingness to maintain the bilaterd reationship

and continue engagement with Washington in pursuit of Russa s broader interests.
Importantly, the Russian leadership has aso | eft open its options regarding
“asymmetric’ responsesto U.S. ABM Treaty withdrawal and focused on impending
talks about offensve force reductions. In effect, thisisa uniquely Russan
accommodation of the American interest in BMD.

117 pavel Podvig, “ At the Broken Up Treaty,” Smi.ru, December 14, 2001.
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Conclusion

Russian Perspectives on the Way Forward

To acertain extent, most of those involved in the arms control policy discussonin
Moscow agree on some basic issues. The primary themeis that the current Situation in
which Russafindsitsdf after the end of the Cold War is unacceptable. The U.S. decison
to withdraw from the ABM Tregaty in some respects underlines the Moscow’ s loss of
parity with Washington. U.S. BMD programs are perceived as potentialy damaging to
Russa, anceit cannot emulate them. Some Russian paliticians equate the threet of
bdligic missle proliferation to Russa with the threet of U.S. NMD to strategic parity.
From this perspective, as Sated by Deputy Secretary of the Security Council of the
Russian Federation Oleg Chernov: “Weregard U.S. intention to deploy the National
Missle Defense system under the pretext of threets from the so-called rogue states.. .,
within the same category.”**® However, moderates and supporters of traditional arms

control arrive at different conclusons from this common perspective.

The traditiondigt vison of the future essentidly amounts to rebuilding Russa's

deterrence capability commensurate with that of the United States. Their main concernis
the preservation of the quas- superpower position of Russa. Thesetraditionaists lay
gpecid emphasis on the need to maintain the Strategic Missile Troops as the only redigtic
answer to overcoming prospective U.S. NMD. Asformulated by Mgor Generd Vladimir
Dvorkin:

A future transformation is dready visble even though the ABM Treety is ill

vdid. | mean that START |l does not have any future, much lessSTART IIl... In
response, Russamay build up its Strategic Missle Forces and ther ability to
penetrate territoriadl ABM defenses, or it may change the structure of the Strategic
Missile Forces. For example, Moscow may decide to abolish numerous
redrictions on the improvement of the Topol M ICBM or improvement of the
naval RSM 54 ICBM. The number of warheads on ICBMs and effective means of
anti-ABM penetration may be increased. All of thiswill make the NMD system
ineffective. As| seeit, these asymmetric measures are what Russiain its current
position can afford.1*°

1180l eg Chernov, “Globalization of World Development Forces Russia to Treat New Missile Threats Particularly
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Proposals to conduct arms reductions on a unilateral basis extended by the Bush
adminigration are unacceptable to many Russian arms control traditiondists. These
supporters of traditiona arms control are quick to point out that the nonobligatory nature
of unilaterd steps would deny Washington the sort of predictability and transparency that

comeswith forma treaty regimes.

Other Russian voices warn that a renewed strategic competition with Americawould

undermine the potentia for broader Russian reforms. According to Sergel Rogov:

Fundamenta changes in the economic and geopolitica structure of the world, and
new technologica challenges undermine the foundations of the arms control
regime that appeared at the final stage of the Cold War... After the collgpse of the
bipolar system of internationd relations, the principle of parity (equdity in the
quantity of certain types of conventiona and strategic wegpons) became
ineffective... In the foreseegble future, Russamay not count on military
superiority in case of aconflict in the West or in the Eadt... Thereisatendency of
the growing digtortion of the military strategic baance in favor of the U.S. in view
of Russd sinability to maintain parity at levelsforeseen by START | and START
I1. The United States is determined to proceed to the deployment of the National
Missle Defense system. In 15-20 years, the continuation of these tendencies may
put into question the effectiveness of the Russian nuclear deterrence potentid....In
the long-term perspective, Russiamay preserve the status of the greet military
power by increasing its military expenditures to the level of such states as Ching,
Japan, German, France and Grest Britain (i.e. 15-20% of the U.S. military
budget)... Return to the armsrace is againgt Russia sinterests... The scenario of
the “embeattled garrison” is incompatible with the continuation of the democratic
political processin the country.*?

Moderates believe that so-cdled “asymmetrical countermeasures’ are not aviable
solution. Rather, Russia should attempt to involve the United States in negotiations to
develop a changed arms control regime. Some Russian moderates offer concrete
proposas for regimes that might replace the philosophy of MAD as codified by the ABM
Treaty. For example, Professor Konstantin Cherevkov, academician of the Tsolkovskii
Academy of Cosmonauttics, cdled on the Kremlin to involve Washington in negotiations

120 sergei Rogov, “The Priority of ‘ Assuring Equidistance’ to the Centers of Power,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye
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on anew arms control regime that would replace reliance on the ABM Treaty with a
flexible formulathat covers the offensive and defensive capabilities of both sides!*

Inasmilar vein, Generd Alexander Piskunov, a Duma deputy and arms control expert,
has recommended “ softening” Russa s anti-NMD position by developing “anew long-
term nonproliferation Treaty” that would address U.S. concerns about the growing
missile threat in combination with deep offensve cuts to 500-600 warheads “regardless
of ddlivery vehicles” The “freedom-to-mix” provison should be accompanied by “an
agreement on alimited U.S. NMD that would be able to ded with accidentd launches’

and rogue launches %

As noted above, Vladimir Putin appears responsive both to moderate and traditionalist
influences. On the one hand, the government understands Russia s limitations and the
paramount need to focus on internal problems rather than rivary. Putin has given
conditiona persona support for the search of new openingsin U.S.-Russan reations.
He a0 recogni zes that the West, in particular the United States, may be useful in
Russa s effort to addressissues like the economy, interna security chalenges,
withstanding regiond pressures, etc. On the other hand, Putin remains dependent on
various powerful traditiondist interest groups. He may have alimited persond stakein
arms control and BMD, however he is bound to deliver on his promises to the military-

industrid complex—one of the main sources of his support in Russia

Under these circumstances, how the U.S. moves forward in the context of this emerging
accommodation over BMD becomes crucid. Both states need to clarify certain basic
concepts that seem to divide them unreasonably &t the intellectual level. For example, the
concepts of “deterrence,” “sufficiency,” “strategic stability,” and “parity” are understood
and defined differently, and have different connotations in Russian and American usages.
In particular, when Russians talk about “preservation of MAD” and the ABM Treaty as
the “foundation of strategic sability” they appear to have in mind the need to preserve

121K onstantin Cherevkov, “Stability At A New Foundation,” Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, February 2, 2001,
<http://nvo.ng.ru/concepts/2001-02-02/4_stability.html>

122 Odnokolenko, pp. 1, 4.



the basic dement of mutudity in arms control, and not necessaxily the ability to inflict
unacceptable damage to the United States in retdiation.

Theideaof fighting ared nuclear war with the United States has been thoroughly
discredited in Russa. Although aoofness, if not animosity, toward the American socio-
political system dill guides many in the Russian dite, few would object to pulling Russa

from under the nuclear sword of Damocles.

Technical Cooperation

There are significant benefits to cooperative technica programs like the ongoing Russian
American Obsarvation Satellite (RAMOS) project. They help establish positive
relationships that undermine the dlimate of mistrugt that is present in many sectors of
Russa Cooperation dso alows activities, like the series of joint TMD exercises
conducted by Russan and American militaries, to provide the sdes with tangible
evidence of successful bilateral endeavors, it demongtrates that Russia can work with the
Americans and be treated with respect. It should not be forgotten that Russia does have
extendve experience with missle defense technologies and currently operates the only
ABM system deployed in the world. Any sort of globa approach that the U.S. may
ultimately work toward could only benefit from Russian experience and capability.

Russian proposals for increased expert consultations on the threat also offer avenues for
the sides to explore technica issues together and gain trus—which is afar more vauable
commodity than the actud product of any technical exercise. An expert level exploration
of the concept of srategic sability would aso be hepful because it would offer Russans
arolein defining the terms and concepts that will be necessary to articulate any post-
MAD framework American’s might envision. It would aso increase the clarity with

which Russais able to view American intentions.

Clarity

The prospect of losing the MAD-based paradigm entails more than just the change in
offengve retdiatory cagpability. Inthe Russan mind, it threatens to replace the existing
gatus quo, admittedly tenuous and imperfect, with chaos and unpredictability. Thisisa



fearful progpect for Russia that has had to face interna chaos, unpredictability and
accompanying degradation for the last two decades.

Thismay explain the most extreme reactions to the till-amorphous U.S. plans for
building missile defense. The greatest challenge comes not from the specific architecture
of the system (in effect, Russians are reasonably convinced that no NMD presents an
exigentid threat to them in the next 20, 50 even 100 years), but from the unknown—the
fact that it lies outside the customary rules, regulaions and limitations of bilatera and
multilateral arms control agreements. The smplest cdculaions indicate that the affluent
and ambitious United States. would fare much better under these new, so far
unpredictable circumstances, than would Russia.

Of grestest help in preventing unbalanced Russan behavior is clarity in the U.S. postion.
The measured officid reaction to the U.S. ABM Treety withdrawa announcement
suggeststhat in dl probability, Russan leaders could master enough pragmatism,
composure and sensihility if they understood the scope of the problem (i.e., NMD) they
were facing. It appears that Russian intransigence is often as much a product of
American ambiguity as of opposition to the substance of U.S. actions.

Expressed U.S. intentions to overcome MAD in bilaterd relaions and to put strategic
arms reductions on aunilatera basis are interpreted in Russa as excessively dedtructive
and void of pogitive content. Many quarters also assume that any trangtion preferable to
the United States would be one in which Russiais by definition disadvantaged. One of
the reasons for this interpretation may be Russid s own experience in trying to diminate

al vestiges of the Communist past without having a blueprint of the future society it
wantsto build. Russian leaders and the public at large have difficulty visudizing whet
would come in place of the proverbid “32 arms control tregties’ that supposedly form the
foundation of the current “ Strategic stability.” They are afraid of the vacuum that may be

worse than imperfect current regimes.

Russa may react pogtively to U.S. offers of developing new structures or regimes for
bilaterd and multilatera military-politica relations, the same way there was a postive

initia response to the idea of President Bush to create anew “framework” for these
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relaionsin the BMD area. Various tentative ideas on the shape of these regimes are
afloat in Moscow: from amended ABM Treaty and renewed START 11 to acardindly
new treaty that combines offensive and defensive arms. Some thought has aready gone
into debating advantages and disadvantages of unilaterd, abelt coordinated movesin the
area. Many in Russabdievethat it is on the basis of concrete new forms of bilatera
interaction that the two nations may perform the long overdue task of fundamentaly
redefining their relationship in the post-Cold War era. However, again, the issue of
clarity becomes paramount. Without clear U.S. plans and objectives, Russan thinking
drifts toward the default traditionalist opposition to change.

Need for Mutual Accommodation Through Dialog

At thelevel of practica diplomacy, Moscow has sgnaed its preference for debates and
forma negotiations as prelude to a changed relationship with the United States. Though
the main god may be to dday red changesin the system of bilatera Strategic relations,
discussions on a broad range of issuesis dso intended as a“ safety valve’ against
precipitous or irreversible actions, and an opportunity to vent Russan frugtrations. A
large number of individual Russans of various backgrounds—military and avilian—
would strongly appreciate being involved persondly in officiad and unofficia contacts
with Americans, particularly if the latter are financed out of American sources but assure
“parity” in the satus of the participants. One important step in making didog a
productive process, rather than a stalling maneuver, would be to restart a bilatera
exchange with a mandate as broad as that of 1992’ s Ross-Mamedov process. From the
perspective of Russans who see the strategc problem as*“haligtic,” any discussion that
remains limited to resolving technical issues associated with various ABM architectures
cannot resolve their fears and concerns. The politica Situation in both countries has
evolved drastically since 1992. That the talks occurred at a high level, could embrace the
entire framework of the strategic relationship, and demongtrated U.S. willingnessto treat
Russa as a partner in the process are dl till important factorsin Moscow’sworld view.
There will be much Russian skepticism to overcome and the United States may have to
demondirate Sgnificant patience dong with its firm position thet the strategic framework
must be revised.



In terms of the rhetorical “accompaniment” of bilatera contacts and talks, Russian
leaders react with extreme pain to any American statements that, either explicitly or
through omission point to Russid sinferior status in the post-Cold War world. Primarily
out of hurt pride, they may rush into actions that would eventudly be self-defegting and
perhaps even damaging to Russan interests—and may dso serioudy destabilize bilaterd

and internationd relations.

Washington should not underestimate the level of work required to move Maoscow away
from the comfort of arms control’s Cold War foundations. Nor should Americans
assume that arms control can be separated from the entire web of bilaterd relations. This
means engaging Russa on a variety of topics—and not just those in which the United
States has a complaint to lodge against Moscow’ s behavior (e.g., relations with Iran) or
seeks a concession. Issues could range from capitd flight to counterterrorism, from the
WTO and banking reform to Russian housing and medica needs. Moving the didog to
high levels, and outsde of traditiondl strategic force forums could help sgnd U.S.
seriousness. The Putin adminigtration clearly hopesthat anew bilaterd relationship

based on anti-terrorism can produce a diadog of rough equality.

Within the context of broader negotiations, the United States could aso benefit from
accepting Russa sinvitation to discuss expanding nonproliferation cooperation.
Although many Americans doubt Russd s Sincerity on thisissue, accepting Russa's
initiative would be a powerful sgnd to Mascow that the United Statesis interested in
treting Russa serioudy and not in imposing Washington's views and positions by fiat.

Washington may aso have to react to Moscow’ s idea about involving other nuclear and
even non-nuclear gates in the arms control dialog. Of centra importance for both sdesis
the future Chinese defense posture and behavior. Positions of regiona “mini
superpowers’—India and Pakistan are also of importance. Currently, Moscow may be
counting on the support of these and other powersin cregting “counterbalances’ to U.S.
globd influence, and, in particular, in its attempt to prevent the United States from

exiting the MAD-based paradigm of bilaterd relations. However, in the future, dliances
may change, and not to Moscow’ s advantage. Therefore, establishment of broader “rules
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of the game’ for regulaing globa military-politica relations, and preventing the
emergence of adversarid dliances (which apparently is one of the goas of the so far ill-
defined Russian concept of “globa strategic stability”) may be both in Russian and

American long-term interests.

Much of Russia s titude toward the issue of U.S. BMD isreactive. If Russawereto
respond positively to U.S. interest in revising the strategic framework and rethinking the
roles of offense and defensein dtrategic sability, it could only be asthe result of a shift in
caculation of costs and benefits of Moscow’ s rdationship with Washington. Washington
could help redefine both the costs and benefits involved, with full appreciation that
Russian behavior reflects an array of concerns beyond the technical impact of defense
deployments on force exchange models. It will reflect concerns about status, suspicion as
aresponse to lack of data, domestic politica necessities, and the difficulties of managing
force modernization and military reform in the face of savere condraints. Washington
must be cautious not to approach this process as something it imposes on Moscow’s
dready fitful adjustment to the post Cold War world—»but it must a the same time make
its fundamentd interests clear and direct. Only ahigh leve of directnesswill dlow
Russid s elite to recognize the limitations imposed by intransgence. And only asincere
effort by Washington to court an accommodation between equals will dlow Russato
accept that changing the strategic Satus quo can possibly benefit Russa



