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FOREWORD

It is obvious that U.S.-Russian relations and East-
Westrelations more broadly have recently deteriorated.
Yet analyses of why this is the case have often been
confined to American policy. The author of this
monograph, Dr. Stephen Blank, seeks to analyze some
of the key strategic issues at stake in this relationship
and trace that decline to Russian factors which have
been overlooked or neglected. At the same time, he has
devoted considerable time to recording some of the
shortcomings of U.S. policy and recommending a way
out of the growing impasse confronting both sides.

This analysis, originally presented at the annual
Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) strategy conference of
2007, was part of a panel that engaged the strategic
challenges confronting the United States from Russia.
As such, it was part of the conference’s larger theme of
analyzing regional strategic challenges to U.S. interests
and policy across the globe. As the conference pointed
out, these challenges are many, diverse, and growing
in number, if not intensity. Therefore the need for
informed and critical discussion of the issues raised
by these challenges, a constant mission of SSI, is ever
more necessary. We offer this monograph to help meet
that need for our readers.

QJZ%%%@@%

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.
Director
Strategic Studies Institute
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SUMMARY

East-West relations have noticeably deteriorated,
and Russia’s behavior has become commensurately
more self-assertive. Key arms control achievements are
in jeopardy, and Russia claims to be facing an array of
growing threats, most prominently from America. In
fact, Russia demands more respect from and equality
with Washington and a free hand in world politics. In
key respects, Moscow’s new foreign policy grows out
of the logic of its ever more autocratic and neo-imperial
political structure. As analyzed in the monograph, this
structurereinforces thelong-standing Russian tendency
to view other states as being inherently adversarial,
i.e., it has a disposition to see world politics in terms
of a presupposition of a priori enemies. Thus it views
arms control issues from the standpoint of deterring
enemies not working with strategic partners.

The danger of a foreign policy thatrelies on truculent
rhetoric, inflated and aggressive threat assessments,
and an autocratic and neo-imperial political structure
based on the ideology of Russia’s desire for a free hand
in world politics and ingrained belief that others are
inherently the same is that it will stimulate precisely
the adversarial behavior in Washington that it claims
to see. There are already growing signs that certain
sectors of the policymaking community are increasingly
inclined to view Russia as a question mark, if not a
rival of American policy. This is particularly the case
regarding issues of arms control and nuclear policy.
Thus the current rhetorical belligerence seen in Russian
policy and the increasing amount of interest in higher
defense spending and inflated threat assessments
could bring about exactly what Russian elites already
claim to observe.



Accordingly, it is necessary for the United States to
understand the scope of the challenge posed by Russia
and to take steps towards reformulating its policies so
that they are more coherent and unified, more deeply
engaged with Russia across a wide spectrum of issues,
and also more coordinated with our European allies.
This means that we must forego the idea that good
relations between presidents suffice, or that we have
no leverage on Russia, or that human rights should not
be a major part of our concern. While Russian interests
and concerns must be engaged with seriousness and
respect, they cannot be allowed to overshadow our
own interests and concerns. The need for permanent
ongoing bureaucratic engagement with Russia remains
a challenge for Washington, but it is one that can and
must be met by means of a long-term strategically
conceived policy. And that policy must engage Moscow
across all the issues of topical concern to Washington.
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TOWARDS A NEW RUSSIA POLICY

INTRODUCTION: THE ADVERSARIAL EAST-
WEST RELATIONSHIP

Today speculation about a new cold war or arms
race between Moscow and Washington is rampant,
easy to come by, and even permeates official discourse.
Indeed, Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov
characterized Russo-American relations as “alarming”
in June 2007.! Similarly, at least some senior officials
in the Bush administration now believe that, far from
merely craving respect (although that certainly is the
case), Russia has provided “overwhelming evidence”
that it seeks to weaken America. Thus “wherever
possible internationally,” they say, “Moscow will work
to stop America from achieving success.”? And at the
same time North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
Secretary-General Jaap de Hoop Sheffer is calling on
Moscow to clarify its views on ties with NATO, and
there are moves afoot in both Moscow and Washington
to restrict foreign investment in their economies by
tightening national security reviews of such proposed
investments.’

Although Lavrov and Deputy Prime Minister (and
former Defense Minister) Sergei Ivanov both explicitly
rule out “Cold War” as a label for Russo-American
relations, their subordinates are not so soothing.*
Thus Deputy Foreign Minister Aleksandr’ Losyukov,
speaking in Tehran, said that Washington was using
Korea and Iran’s prolfieration as an issue to consolidate
its global strategic position, i.e., invoking those two
states to justify its missile defense program. If this issue
cannot be resolved by diplomatic means, he warned,
Russia will carry out a series of military acts to balance



and establish security. And this could prompt an arms
race.” This frosty warning, rather than the calculated,
insincere, and misleading efforts to invoke Russo-
American partnership, more accurately characterizes
the present state of Russo-American relations even if
they are far from the Cold War.

Recent Russian actions include two overflights of
Great Britain, Finland, and Norway; flights to Guam of
Tu-95s; theresumption of armed aerial patrols; repeated
overflights and bombings of Georgia; suspension of
compliance with the Conventional Forces in Europe
(CFE) Treaty; threats to renounce the Intermediate
nuclear Forces in Europe (INF) Treaty; threats to target
the Czech Republic and Poland if missile defense
installations are placed there; announcement of plans to
refurbish the Navy’s Mediterranean squadron; calls for
a gas cartel; continuing regression towards ever more
authoritarian political practices; arms sales to Iran and
Syria, and recognition of Hamas; and the launching of
an information war attack against Estonia for removing
a Soviet war monument in Tallinn. All these imply the
consolidation of a fundamentally adversarial position
towards the West, not just the United States.

Russian President Vladimir Putin’s speeches to the
Munich Wehrkunde Conference in February 2007 and
to the Russian Federal Assembly in April highlighted
this trend and outlined many of Russia’s grievances
against the West and Washington in particular.t
Subsequently in his V-E day speech on May 9, 2007, he
explicitly compared the United States to Nazi Germany.”
In the speech to the Federal Assembly, he confirmed
that adversarial quality of bilateral relations when
he announced the suspension of Russia’s compliance
with the CFE Treaty.® Indeed, Russian Chief of Staff
General Yuri N. Baluyevsky subsequently warned that



this treaty is on the verge of collapse.’ Since that treaty
has no provisions for a moratorium, Baluyevsky’s
warning probably presages Russia’s withdrawal from
the CFE treaty."” Thus Putin’s decree of July 14, 2007,
suspending Russian participation in the treaty, should
not have surprised us, although apparently it did
surprise some in Washington.'!

We and the West as a whole were clearly surprised
as well by Putin’s speech at Munich and by many
other recent Russian policies. This complacency
and unpreparedness is unwarranted as Russian
unhappiness with U.S. policy has been growing since
2002-03. Neither should we be so complacent as to
think that some high-level meetings, like presidential
summits, can paper over this rift. Such meetings cannot
substitute for a sound strategy and/or policy even
when officials claim that Presidents Putin and Bush
are confident that enough has been done to keep the
positive momentum of the relationship going.'? Russian
analysts certainly do not make this mistake. Instead,
they rightly point to the issue at stake, i.e., Moscow’s
insistence upon Russia’s standing or status as a great
power that demands Washington take its interests into
account. Thus Ivan Safranchuk of Moscow’s Office of
the Center for Defense Information told U.S. reporters
that,

In the United States there is an underestimation of how
serious Putin and his team are. This team is ready to
spoil relations with the United States as far as necessary.
There are no limitations. Putin is doing this not because
he wants a new Cold War, but because he wants the Rus-
sian state to be seriously revived.”

This demand lies at the heart of the issue because
Moscow at the very least believes that the West as a



whole, and particularly America, do not take it or its
interests seriously enough. And, as suggested above
by a U.S. official, it is possible that we have an outright
rivalry over the entire or most of the two states’ bilateral
political agendas whereby Russia’s purpose is simply
to fight American policy. Thus what is at stake in the
Russo-American relationship is Russia’s resentment
of American power and the way it is displayed,
particularly in regions that Moscow wants to dominate.
In other words, Russia, like the late comedian Rodney
Dangerfield, constantly laments that it doesn’t get any
or enough respect from America. Putin’s presidential
envoy for relations with the European Union (EU),
Sergei Yastrzhembskiy, stated that this was Russia’s
main objection to recent developments in world
politics.'* Similarly Russian Ambassador to America
Yuri Ushakov recently echoed that statement."

So while East-West relations have become
essentially adversarial, the most visible stresses are
in Russo-American relations. Baluyevsky said that
cooperation with the West has not helped Russia;
instead the situation has become more difficult. In
fact, “the U.S. military leadership’s course aimed at
maintaining its global leadership and expanding its
economic, political, and military presence in Russia’s
traditional zones of influence” is a top threat to its
national security.’® However, rhetoric aside, there is
no tangible military threat to Russia."” Yet Moscow has
issued endless complaints that America does not take
Russia sufficiently seriously, i.e., at Moscow’s own
self-serving and inflated valuation of itself.

What Russia wants, though, is clear enough—
enhanced status and a completely free hand vis-a-vis
Washington and Europe on issues vital to it. Lavrov,
in a televised address denounced U.S. unilateralism



and demanded “total equality, including equality
in the analysis of threats, in finding solutions, and
making decisions.” Likewise, Russia sees itself (or at
least professes to see itself) as a sovereign, i.e., wholly
independent, actor in world politics that should be
regarded as a superpower equal to America and be
able to constrain its policies while remaining free from
such constraints on what matters most to it, i.e., the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Indeed,
Putin at this Munich speech (and even earlier as well)
called for anew “architecture of global security” and his
actions before and after that speech indicate that Russia
is acting to bring such a structure —which it deems to
be a multipolar one —into being.'® Alternatively Russia
argues that a multipolar world where Russia is a free
standing independent actor is already taking shape.

Lavrov has also presented an elaborate assessment

of America’s declining power and moral standing in
the world as indicating and justifying the failure of
the unipolar project.”” Thus Washington’s hoped for
unipolar world cannot be achieved. Yastrzhembskiy
echoed this by claiming that Washington faces growing
international isolation due to the growing disparity
between its views and those of other governments.?

Putin’s litany of complaints in speeches going back

to 2006 specified Russia’s complaints in greater detail.
Putin specifically charged that,

* America is a unipolar hegemon which
conducts world affairs or aspires to do so in an
undemocratic way (i.e., it does not take Russian
interests into account).

* America has unilaterally gone to war in Iraq,
disregarding the United Nations (UN) Charter,
and demonstrating an “unconstrained hyper
use of force” that is plunging the world into an



abyss. It has therefore become impossible to find
solutions to conflicts. (In other words, American
unilateralism actually makes it harder to end
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan—hardly an
incontestable proposition.) Because America
seeks to decide all issues unilaterally to suit its
own interests in disregard of others, “no one
feels safe” and this policy stimulates an arms
race and proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD).

Therefore we need a new structure of world
politics, i.e., multipolarity and nonintervention
in the affairs of others. Here Putin cited Russia’s
example of a peaceful transition to democracy!
Of course, Russia hardly has a spotless record
with regard to nonintervention as Estonia,
Moldova, Ukraine, and Georgia illustrate.
Putin expressed concern that the Moscow
Strategic Offensive Arms Reduction Treaty
of 2002 (SORT) may be violated or at least
undermined by America which is holding back
several hundred superfluous nuclear weapons
for either political or military use. America
is also creating new destabilizing high-tech
weapons, including space weapons.
Meanwhile the CFE treaty is not being ratified,
even though Russian forces are leaving Georgia
and only carrying out peacekeeping operations
in Moldova. Similarly, U.S. bases are turning
up “on our border.” (Here Putin revealed that
for him the border of Russia is, in fact, the old
Soviet border since Russia no longer borders
either on Romania or Poland.)

America is also extending missile defenses to
Central and Eastern Europe even though no



threat exists that would justify this. In regard to
this program, Putin replied to a question at the
Wehrkunde Conference by saying that,

The United States is actively developing and
already strengthening an anti-missile defense
system. Today this system is ineffective but we
do not know exactly whether it will one day be
effective. But in theory it is being created for that
purpose. So, hypothetically, we recognize that
when this moment arrives, the possible threat from
our nuclear forces will be completely neutralized.
Russia’s present capabilities, that is. The balance
of powers will be absolutely destroyed and one
of the parties will benefit from the feeling of
complete security. That means that its hands will
be free not only in local but eventually also in
global conflicts.”

Thus he has bought the General staff’s habit
of thinking exclusively in terms of worst-case
scenarios to justify a policy of threats and
military buildup. Moreover, Baluyevsky and
the General Staff all regularly argue that because
there is allegedly no threat from Iran, these
missile defenses can only be aimed at Russia
and at threatening to neutralize its deterrent.?
NATO expansion (the Russian term in
opposition to the Western word enlargement)
therefore bears no relationship to European
security but is an attempt to divide Europe and
threaten Russia.

Finally, America seeks to turn the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) into an anti-Russian organization, and
nongovernment organizations (NGOs) are
also being used by individual governments



for such purposes despite their so called
formal independence. Thus, revolutions in
CIS countries are fomented from abroad, and
elections there often are masquerades whereby
the West intervenes in their internal affairs.”
Obviously this view projects Russia’s own
politics and policies of interference in these
elections (e.g., the $300 million it spent and the
efforts of Putin’s “spin doctors” in Ukraine in
2004) onto Western governments and wholly
dismisses the sovereign internal mainsprings
of political action in those countries, another
unconscious manifestation of the imperial
mentality that grips Russian political thinking
and action.

It is hardly surprising, then, that Russian
commentators regularly say that “Russia’s strategic
worldview is fundamentally at odds with the American
one and perhaps with American perspectives on
international security.”* Indeed, Lavrov recently
stated that the United States was perhaps Moscow’s
“most difficult” partner and should learn from its
mistakes in world politics.” In that context, Russia’s
independence is the primary achievement of Russian
foreign and defense policy.”* Lavrov also observed
in 2005 that “We can come to the conclusion that the
whole complex of our [foreign] relations, the weight
of existing military and strategic links between Russia
and the [United States] . . . will be constantly declining.
We will never separate, but drifting away from each
other could have irreversible consequences.”*

But beyond that, Lavrov contended that while
America seeks to secure its global leadership status
based on military power, it lacks the financial, trade,



economic, “and —last but not least—moral resources
to do so. [Thus], the West is losing the monopoly on
establishing rules of the game.”?® So, aligned to this
adversarial relationship is Russia’s growing belief that
its star is ascending, while the West and America are in
steady decline. Consequently, Russia is, or should be,
taking part in the formation of a new architecture of
international relations and playing a role as a “system
forming” power.” Yet, simultaneously, Russia’s ruling
elite regime paradoxically regards itself and Russia as
being under constant threat from within and without
despite this ascent. This marriage of paranoia and
truculent boastfulness is unfortunately a Soviet, if not
tsarist, heritage of Russian diplomacy, especially when
things are going well for Moscow, and contains more
than a little imperial arrogance.®

Neither is this expectation of tension in the
bilateral relationship a uniquely Russian one. Russian
truculence towards America increases the likelihood of
comparable U.S. reactions over a broad range of issues.
Director of National Intelligence Vice Admiral John
McConnell (U.S. Navy Ret.), recently told the Senate
Armed Services Committee that,

Russian assertiveness will continue to inject elements of
rivalry and antagonism into U.S. dealings with Moscow,
particularly our interactions in the former Soviet Union,
and will dampen our ability to cooperate with Russia on
issues ranging from counterterrorism and nonprolifera-
tion to energy and democracy promotion in the Middle
East. As the Litvinenko murder demonstrates, the steady
accumulation of problems and irritants threatens to harm
Russia’s relations with the West more broadly.*

Department of Defense (DoD) Secretary Robert Gates’
testimony to the Senate Armed Services Committee in



February 2007 about “the uncertain paths of China and
Russia, which are both pursuing sophisticated military
modernization programs” and Putin’s overly alarmist
reply to it at Munich, already reflects the danger of
this element of rivalry and of reciprocal irritation that
McConnell warned about.*

Moscow’s argument that Russia does not get
enough respect, whatever its validity, also omits those
elements of Russian policy which have caused its
image to suffer in the West. Putin’s speeches omitted
mentioning the state-sponsored decline of Russian
democratic tendencies and institutions; Chechnya;
Russian intervention in Ukraine’s election in 2004;
its habitual use of the energy weapon to intervene in
Baltic, CIS, and East European governments’ policies,
threaten Transcaucasian regimes, and limit Central
Asian sovereignty; the fact that the expansion of the
U.S. military presence in Europe and missile defenses
were briefed extensively to Moscow since 2004-05; the
fact that Russia has tested intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs) (both the stationary and mobile
version of the Topol-M or SS-27, as well as the short-
range Iskander missile) that, according to Putin and
Former Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov, can beat any
missile defense; and the fact that these missiles are
now being mass produced.® These Russian charges
also omit Moscow’s military intervention in Georgia’s
ethnic conflicts, Moldova, and Nagorno-Karabakh; and
its arms sales and nuclear technology transfer to states
like China, Iran, Syria, and Venezuela.**

Perhaps worse and more disheartening is that
Putin’s speeches and those of his subordinates
reflect that they still have a woefully incomplete and
distorted understanding of the West despite 15 years
of supposed democracy and freedom. Indeed, they are
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prone to accept the worst-case scenarios of Russian
intelligence services and elites who are notorious for
presenting distorted and utterly mendacious threat
and policy assessments. Either that or they share a
wholly cynical, materialistic, virtually exclusively
self-referential, and misconceived notion of Western
weakness, Russophobia, and disunity. To partisans
of this mindset, America does not count anymore as a
partner because Iraq has distracted it and diverted its
interest from Russia.* It also is quite probably the case,
as defense correspondent Pavel Felgenhauer reports,
that,

Russia has a Prussian-style all-powerful General Staff
that controls all the different armed services and is more
or less independent of outside political constraints. Rus-
sian military intelligence — GRU, as big in size as the for-
mer KGB and spread over all continents —is an integral
part of the General Staff. Through GRU, the General
Staff controls the supply of vital information to all other
decision-makers in all matters concerning defense pro-
curement, threat assessment, and so on. High-ranking
former GRU officers have told me that in Soviet times
the General Staff used the GRU to grossly, deliberately,
and constantly mislead the Kremlin about the magni-
tude and gravity of the military threat posed by the West
in order to help inflate military expenditure. There are
serious indications that at present the same foul practice
is continuing.%

For example, Putin complained that American
politicians are invoking a nonexistent Russian threat
to get more money for military campaigns in Iraq
and Afghanistan. Putin’s remarks represent a wholly
fabricated analysis of Secretary Gates’ testimony to
Congress, but signify that he wants to believe the worst
about American intentions as do the General Staff,
intelligence agencies, and like-minded Russian political
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leaders.”” For example, in his press conference before
the annual G-8 conference in Heiligendam, Germany
in June 2007, Putin told reporters that Russia and the
West were returning to the Cold War and added that,

Of course, we will return to those times. And it is clear
that if part of the U.S. nuclear capability is situated in
Europe and that our military experts consider that they
represent a potential threat, then we will have to take
appropriate retaliatory steps. What steps? Of course, we
must have new targets in Europe. And determining pre-
cisely which means will be used to destroy the installa-
tions that our experts believe represent a potential threat
for the Russian Federation is a matter of technology. Bal-
listic or cruise missiles or a completely new system. I re-
peat that it is a matter of technology.®

Similarly, despite dozens of statements and briefings
to the contrary, Russian generals and politicians
insist that 10 missile defense radars and interceptors
stationed in the Czech Republic and Poland represent
a strategic threat to Russia and its nuclear deterrent
not because of what they are but because of what they
might be, just as Putin said above.* Russia also charges
that rotational deployments of no more than 5,000
army and air force troops in Bulgaria and Romania
represents an imminent threat to deploy forces to the
Caucasus.” Russian spokesmen view these new bases
and potential new missions of U.S. and NATO forces,
including missile defense and power projection into
the Caucasus or Central Asia, as anti-Russian threats,
especially as NATO has stated that it takes issues like
pipeline security in the Caucasus and its members’
energy security increasingly seriously.* Yet actually
U.S. “bases” in Romania and Bulgaria are nothing more
than periodic rotational deployments of a small number
of Army and Air forces whose mission is primarily the
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training of the forces of their host countries. They are
anything but a permanent base for strike forces in the
CIS and Moscow knows it.*? Indeed, in 2004 Defense
Minister Sergei Ivanov publicly accepted the reasons
behind America’s realignment of its forces and global
basing structure and did not find it alarming.*

No less consequential than the observation about
returning to the Cold War is that Putin’s statements
indicate his full acceptance of the General Staff’s vision
and version of ubiquitous a priori American and
Western threats expressed in a worst-case scenario.
Worse yet, he openly conceded their power to define
and formulate those threats and on that basis formulate
requirements for defense policy and strategy. Indeed,
here he openly invited the General Staff — these military
experts —to determine Russia’s threat assessment and
announced that the government would accept it. These
actions seriously jeopardize any hope for effective
civilian, not to mention, democratic control over the
armed forces.

Since Moscow neither faces an urgent or imminent
strategic or military threat nor does it claim to face
one, the threat it perceives is psychological, one of
influence and diminished status abroad. Thus when
Putin proposed in June 2007 that Washington share
the Russian radar at Gabala, Azerbaijan, with it as a
compromise, Yastrzhembskiy stated that, “We consider
this issue not a military question, but a political one.”*
Similarly the so-called threat from NATO enlargement,
for all the Russian complaints about it, was and
remains a psychological rather than strategic issue. The
innumerable statements by Russian generals that their
weapons could beat any missile defense confirm this
point. This gap between rhetoric and reality suggests
not just a desire to ratchet up threat assessments for
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political and economic benefits for the military and
political elites doing so within Russia, or a search
for foreign policy gains, but also a deliberate mis or
disinformation of the leadership and the population as
Felgenhauer suggests.

Certainly Russian charges that there is no Iranian
missile threat are unsustainable because Moscow’s
own analysts and Russian officials like Ivanov and
Baluyevsky acknowledge it.* Commenting on Iran’s
launch in early 2007 of a suborbital weather rocket,
Lieutenant General Leonid Sazhin stated that “Iran’s
launch of a weather rocket shows that Tehran has
not given up efforts to achieve two goals—create its
own carrier rocket to take spacecraft to orbit and real
medium-range combat missiles capable of hitting
targets 3,000-5,000 miles away.”*® Although he argued
that this capability would not fully materialize for 3-5
years, it would also take that long to test and deploy
the American missile defenses that are at issue. Equally
significantly, Major-General Vitaly Dubrovin, a Russian
space defense expert, said flatly “now Tehran has a
medium-range ballistic missile, capable of carrying a
warhead.”* Naturally, both men decried the fact that
Iran appears intent on validating American threat
assessments.*®

Arguably Russia has accepted a threat perception
for which ultimately there is no solution but an arms
race. To take Russia at its own inflated self-valuation
means to privilege its interests and security above
those of every other state with which it either interacts
or with which it has a border. While Moscow obviously
wants that outcome, it is equally obvious that it would
have strongly negative consequences for many issues
in international affairs. Certainly doing so reinforces
Russian temptations towards autocracy and neo-
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imperial foreign policies for as the Russian philosopher
Sergei Gavrov writes,

The threats are utopian, the probability of their imple-
mentation is negligible, but their emergence is a sign.
This sign —a message to “the city and the world” —sure-
ly lends itself to decoding and interpretation: we will
defend from Western claims our ancient right to use our
imperial (authoritarian and totalitarian) domestic socio-
cultural traditions within which power does not exist to
serve people but people exist to serve power.¥

Taking these inflated threat assessments at Russia’s
self-valuation and acting accordingly would therefore
have calamitous consequences throughout Eurasia.
Doing so only stimulates still more aggressive and
overbearing Russian behavior, while not getting
anything in return. This does not mean disrespecting
or gratuitously provoking Russia, but it does mean
that we should understand that its threat perceptions
and pretensions are greatly inflated, and we should
therefore defend our legitimate ground. While there
are actual areas where Russia might legitimately feel
that its interests are adversely affected by U.S. policies
and that such an assessment might be justified (see
below), most of what we have recently heard about
threats should not be included among them.

Indeed, numerous commentators have observed
that for some time Russia has cast itself as a “besieged
fortress,” charging Washington with imperialism,
launching an arms race, interfering in the domestic
policies of CIS states (including Russia), expanding
NATO, unilateralism, disregard for international
law when it comes to using force, and resorting to
military threats against Russian interests, etc.® This
wide-ranging threat perception also embraces Russia’s
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domestic politics as well. Regime spokesmen, e.g.
Vladislav Surkov, also openly state that Russia must
takenational control of all the key sectors of the economy
lest it be threatened by hostile foreign economic forces
and so called “offshore aristocrats.”’! In other words,
this threat perception links both internal and external
threats in a seamless whole (as did Leninism) and
represents the perception that Western democracy as
such is a threat to Russia. Therefore U.S. and Western
military power, even if it is not actually a threat, is a
priori perceived as such.

Thus the problem is not that Russia is insufficiently
respected abroad but rather that it defines its interests
in ways that postulate an intrinsically adversarial
relationship with the West, particularly Washington.
Russian policy operates, as the German philosopher
Carl Schmitt would have said, on the basis of the
“presupposition of enemies.” Consequently, Moscow
cannot accept that its problem lies not in Washington
or in the stars but in itself as much, if not more than,
in American policy. Indeed, the student of the Russian
press would have no trouble discerning this besieged
fortress mentality that permeates it and that can only be
triggered from above.”? As in the Soviet past, Moscow,
like Washington, remains wholly ethnocentric and
self-absorbed in its attitudes and relationship to the
external world. Russia’s single-minded pursuit of its
own concept of its interests also shows little respect for
or understanding of the reality of other governments’
policies or their opinions. Much of this syndrome is
traceable not to American policy, but to the nature
of the Russian political system. Hence the growing
standoff with Washington.
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Potential Consequences.

While (rightly or wrongly) nobody expects a
resurrection of the intense Cold War global geopolitical,
military, and ideological rivalry replete with the ever-
present specter of nuclear war, the consequences of
this rift are profound. First, this rift has already begun
to stimulate renewed strategic arms buildups by both
sides. Second, this rift highlights the failure to transcend
the traditional agenda of past efforts at Russo-American
(or Soviet-American) partnership—i.e., international
security, strategic arms control, nonproliferation of
WMD, and energy cooperation—to a true strategic
partnership.”® Therefore issues of regional security
in Europe, the Middle East, and Asia have become
enmeshed with horizontal or vertical proliferation
threats in these regions, making them more intractable
and complicating the situation within which Eurasian
governments must operate.

At the same time, issues of regional security
throughout the CIS borderlands and in areas like the
Black Sea have also become a subject of Russo-Ameri-
can, if not East-West, contention. Some commentators,
like Americanconservative BruceJackson, proclaim that
Russia wages a “soft war” against Western influence in
Eastern Europe, including the Black Sea zone.> But the
soft war also partakes of a classical geopolitical East-
West rivalry, e.g., Moscow’s attacks on the Amer-ican
military presence in and around the Black Sea and
concern about Bulgaria’s and Romania’s overall pro-
Western foreign and defense policies. Similar rivalries
occur throughout the entire post-Soviet periphery, the
Middle East, and Northeast Asia.

Finally, there is a significant ideological dimension
to this struggle. If it is not as intense as the Cold War
was, it is still a meaningful struggle over the issue of
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democracy and its expansion. This “values gap” is
expressed in Russian attacks on the OSCE and NGOs,
and in the deliberately widely-disseminated official
belief that Washington somehow is or was behind all
the color revolutions and is now seeking to undermine
other CIS governments, including Russia’s. As Robert
Kagan has recently noted, “If two of the world’s largest
powers [Russia and China-author]| share a common
commitment to autocratic government, autocracy is
not dead as an ideology.”*

The consequences of this adversarial relationship go
beyond America, Russia, and their bilateral relations.
They also encompass ties with other parties in Europe,
the CIS, the Middle East, and Northeast Asia. Therefore
this growing antagonism has significant global
implications. And as it takes place in a less structured
world than during the Cold War where both sides,
to survive, had to acknowledge the other’s red lines,
today neither side needs each other. As the natural
deterring factors of the Cold War have evaporated, the
resulting situation is potentially more volatile, if not
dangerous.” Moreover, as this adversarial relationship
grows in scope and in its multiple dimensions, those
consequencesarealready making themselvesfeltamong
Russia’s neighbors, interlocutors, and peripheries:
Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. Therefore, this rift
possesses potentially significant strategic implications
for both Russia and the United States.

One view of these frictions is that they are tactical
not strategic. Consequently,

It is not that Moscow and Washington have strategic in-
terests that are directly opposed to one another. In fact,
leaders in both capitals see eye-to-eye on the pressing
issues of nuclear proliferation and terrorism, and on
more long-term goals, such as managing a peaceful rise
of China. The problems seem to lie more in the tactics
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of achieving these strategic aims. Russian leaders have
a hard time conceding global leadership to Washington;
likewise many in the United States still harbor ingrained
prejudices against the longtime adversary in Moscow.”

However, that viewpoint clashes with the fact
that the repercussions of the bilateral tensions in this
relationship encompass so much of today’s global
security agenda. Second, this line of analysis plays
down the truly serious differences between the parties
and actually condescends towards Russian demands.
After all, it is precisely American leadership that
Russia is challenging. Third, this view also clashes
with the fact that the differences between both states
are not only strategic ones, they are also growing.
Thus there is a hardening conviction among Russian
elites that American policy in many of its dimensions,
both strategic and ideological—i.e., its rhetoric of
democratization—represents a fundamental threat
to the integrity and sovereignty of Russia. Or at least
they believe that no improvement in those relations is
possible in the foreseeable future.™®

While we may regard such talk as an unmerited
manifestation of a well-developed and long-cultivated
Russian paranoia, Russia’s elite increasingly professes
that America resents Russia’s recovery, and attempts
to weaken it in order to ultimately undermine it. This
pervasive and unfounded view in Moscow triggers
the well-developed and long-cultivated psychological
armory of Russian responses, including the growing
truculence and resort to bullying of its neighbors
that we have seen in the Soviet, if not Imperial, past.
However, psychoanalyzing this relationship should
not lead us to discount the profound and immediately
tangible consequences of this rift for Russia’s neighbors
or interlocutors.
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For example, in 2005 Lithuanian Foreign Minister
Antanas Valionis observed that the issue of Russia’s
democratization was connected with key issues like
the provision of energy supplies to the Baltic states as
a whole; the inclusion of new members, e.g., Ukraine,
in NATO; and, most of all, with security throughout
the region. He stated that,

Finally, the strengthening or weakening of democracy
in Russia itself will have a pivotal influence on the re-
gion. If Russia is democratic, Lithuania will find itself
in the epicenter of very interesting events. If Russia will
be non-democratic, it is possible that after a certain time
period, something resembling the iron curtain will be
recreated. If we do not succeed in preventing that, we
will end up on the periphery of events. That is the es-
sence of things — to make sure that the gas pipeline is not
exchanged for silence about human rights and democ-
racy in Russia. Finally, the geopolitical fate of the world
in 15 to 20 years depends upon the question of Russia’s
democratization.”

Similarly, Walter Slocombe, Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy during the Clinton Administration,
testified to Congress in 1995 that “Russia’s develop-
ment, both internal and external, is perhaps the central
factor in determining the overall fate and future of Euro-
pean security.”® However, this argument’s validity is
not confined to one man, or one government, or even
to one continent— Europe —alone. What is true for the
Baltic littoral pertains with equal force throughout
Eurasia: As stated by Dr. Andrew Michta of the
Marshall Center in Garmisch, i.e., “the extent to which
regional security will balance between old and new
tasks will hinge on domestic political developments in
Russia as well as the progress of the current Russian

military modernization program to be completed in
2010.”¢
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The intersection of numerous and overlapping
global developments and crises — the war on terrorism,
Iraq, the energy crisis, and the rise of China and India
in Asia—enhances the significance of geostrategic
trends in Russia and its peripheries. And these trends
certainly include regression towards autocracy for it
encourages and allows the aggressive tendencies so
visible in contemporary Russian foreign policy. As
Kagan observes,

It certainly would be a strategic error to allow Putin and
any possible successor to strengthen their grip on power
without outside pressures for reform, for the consolida-
tion of autocracy at home will free the Russian leader-
ship to pursue greater nationalist ambitions abroad. In
these and other autocracies, including Iran, promoting
democracy and human rights exacerbates internal po-
litical contradictions and can have the effect of blunting
external ambitions as leaders tend to more dangerous
threats from within.*

The common thread of perceiving America as a
threat in both geopolitical and ideological terms has
also united Moscow and Beijing in a common cause.®®
Already in the 1990s, prominent analysts of world
politics like Richard Betts and Robert Jervis, and then
subsequent Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) studies,
postulated that the greatest security threat to American
interests would be a Russian-Chinese alliance.®
Arguably, that is happening now and occurs under
conditions of the energy crisis that magnifies Russia’s
importance to China beyond providing diplomatic
support, cover for China’s strategic rear, and arms
sales.®

Several analysts of trends in East Asia see the
confluence of the energy and other current international
crises contributing to a Russo-Chinese alliance that
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has already formed in opposition to American power
and ideas. That alliance would encompass points of
friction with Washington: strategic resistance to U.S.
interests in Central and Northeast Asia; resistance
to antiproliferation and pressures upon the regimes
in Iran and North Korea; an energy alliance; an
ideological counteroffensive against U.S. support for
democratization abroad; and the rearming of both
Russia and China, if not their proxies and allies, with
a view towards conflict with America.® South Korean
columnist Kim Yo'ng Hu'i wrote in 2005 that,

China and Russia are reviving their past strategic part-
nership to face their strongest rival, the United States.
A structure of strategic competition and confrontation
between the United States and India on the one side, and
Russia and China on the other is unfolding in the eastern
half of the Eurasian continent including the Korean pen-
insula. Such a situation will definitely bring a huge wave
of shock to the Korean peninsula, directly dealing with
the strategic flexibility of U.S. forces in Korea. If China
and Russia train their military forces together in the sea
off the coast of China’s Liaodong Peninsula, it will also
have an effect on the 21st century strategic plan of Ko-
rea. We will now need to think of Northeast Asia on a
much broader scale. The eastern half of Eurasia, includ-
ing Central Asia, has to be included in our strategic plan
for the future.”

Since then, Lyle Goldstein and Vitaly Kozyrev have
similarly written that,

If the Kremlin favors Beijing, the resulting Sino-Russian
energy nexus—joining the world’s fastest growing en-
ergy consumer with one of the world’s fastest grow-
ing producers—would support China’s growing claim
to regional preeminence. From Beijing’s point of view,
this relationship would promise a relatively secure and
stable foundation for one of history’s most extraordinary
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economic transformations. At stake are energy reserves
in eastern Russia that far exceed those in the entire Cas-
pian basin. Moreover, according to Chinese strategists,
robust Sino-Russian energy links would decrease the
vulnerability of Beijing’s sea lines of communication to
forms of “external pressure” in case of a crisis concern-
ing Taiwan or the South China Sea. From the standpoint
of global politics, the formation of the Sino-Russian en-
ergy nexus would represent a strong consolidation of an
emergent bipolar structure in East Asia, with one pole
led by China (and including Russia) and one led by the
United States (and including Japan).®

Russia’s tie to China certainly expresses a deep
strategic identity or congruence of interests on a host
of issues from Korea to Central Asia and could have
significant military implications. Those implications
are not just due to Russian arms sales to China which
are clearly tied to an anti-American military scenario,
most probably connected with Taiwan. They also
include the possibility of joint military action in
response to a regime crisis in the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK) as suggested by the joint
maneuvers of the Russian and Chinese militaries in
2005 and 2007.% Thus we could be on the verge of a
new strategic bipolarity that bifurcates Europe and
Asia and places Washington and Moscow on opposite
sides in both peacetime and times of crises.”” Equally
disquieting is that many analysts in both Russia and
America expect bilateral relations to worsen in the
foreseeable future, not least because Russian observers
expect the current Congress to be more anti-Russian
than its predecessor.”

Despite occasional U.S. and European efforts to
soften the rhetoric, chances are that this forecast of
worsening relations will actually materialize. Even
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though Putin has stated that the United States is a
major, if not the only, partner for Russia on issues of
disarmament and global security, nonproliferation,
global health, combating poverty, and trade, and that
this partnership could soon expand in ways not yet
foreseen, Putin’s visible contempt for Western policy at
the 2006 G-8 meeting in St. Petersburg and afterwards,
has manifested itself in even more sarcastic fashion
than was previously the case.”” And the systematic
flooding of the Russian media with anti-American
propaganda certainly adds to the likelihood of long-
term estrangement.

Since Russia is now experiencing a succession
scenario which is the achilles heel of its political system
butwhichwillalsodriveall Russian politicseven further
in an anti-Western direction, Russian elites have every
incentive to keep stoking this fire. But they and we must
remember that the consequences of intensifying this
adversarial quality of the bilateral relationship could
be very negative for international security. In previous
cases, Russian rulers have resorted to violence and
fomented crises so as to secure domestic popularity
and legitimacy, e.g., Yeltsin’s war with Chechnya in
1994.” Likewise, several Western scholars, including
this author, believe that the 1999 succession crisis was
managed in such a way as to tie Putin’s ascension to
power to the incitement of the war in Chechnya.” The
seizure of Yukos and the arrest of its chief executives,
Platon Lebedev and Mikhail Khodorkovsky, in 2003-
04 represent another example of the resort to direct
force and the fomenting of a crisis to further narrow
the possibilities for democratization and strike at
Westernizing forces in Russia.” It is entirely possible,
then, that this discernibly enhanced aggressiveness and
threat-mongering are intended, as Gavrov and many
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other Russian analysts suggest, to create a favorable
domestic environment for the succession.”

Under the most favorable explanation for recent
political violence and assassinations directed against
regime critics like Anna Politkovskaya and Alexnader
Litvinenko, alleged “rogue elements” of the FSB are
trying to impose one or another’s political scenario
upon Russia and destabilize the Putin regime. If this is
true, it hardly furnishes evidence of Russia’s reliability
or stability with regard to world politics. And if the
state committed those assassinations, then we are
dealing with what truly is a criminalized and rogue
state. This last charge is not as surprising as it may
seem, for Russian and foreign observers have long
pointed to the integration of criminal elements with
the energy, intelligence, and defense industrial sectors
of the economy.”

Second, every succession since 1991 has been the
result of violence or electoral fraud, if not both phenom-
ena.”® Consequently Russia’s importance as a major
energy and military (and recovering military) power, its
function as the sponsor of anti-democratic movements
or trends and alibi of last resort throughout the CIS for
such tendencies, its ability to block nonproliferation
or to provide arms, nuclear reactors, know how, and
substantial political support for anti-Western and anti-
American regimes, e.g., Iran and Myanmar, and even
for terrorist movements, and, finally, the link between
its fundamental domestic instability and its foreign
policy, leads it to figure prominently in many different
potential threat scenarios. As one recent American
assessment observes,

The central puzzle of Russian politics is that 15 years af-
ter the collapse of the USSR, the country still lacks any
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stable and legitimate form of state order. The result is
continuing pervasive political and social uncertainty —
concretized in the palpable official fear that independent
civil society organizations might promote additional
“color revolutions” in Russia or other post-Soviet states
and the endless rumors about various unconstitutional
or semi constitutional schemes Putin might employ to
stay in power after his formal second term ends in March
2008. Bearing in mind that Russia remains the world’s
largest country by territory and still possesses thousands
of nuclear warheads as well as large stockpiles of chemi-
cal and biological weapons of mass destruction, such
uncertainty could quickly become a major international
problem as well.”

These political conditions duly represent some of the
reasons why even Russian analysts admit that Russia
remains “a risk factor” in world politics, not the reliable
pole of world politics that it claims to be.”

Although some, including U.S. officials, may
believe that Russia’s hostile rhetoric is connected with
the upcoming succession to Putin, at best that is only
partly the case.® Russia’s adversarial posture towards
America and the West is not just a ploy to mobilize
support for the regime, though it is that. Rather, this
policy is intrinsically linked to and grows out of
Russia’s regression towards a police state, where the
police rule through the state and the state enforces a
stifling tutelage over the citizenry.*? In other words, as
both foreign and domestic observers have written, this
systematically inculcated authoritarian, anti-American
line and gravitation towards China are systemically
and structurally driven.® Or, as Lilya Shevtsova has
written, anti-Westernism is the new national idea.?
Thus Vladimir Shlapentokh has shown that an essential
component of the Kremlin’s ideological campaign
to maintain the Putin regime in power and extend it
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(albeit under new leadership) past the elections of 2008
is anti-Americanism. As he wrote,

The core of the Kremlin’s ideological strategy is to con-
vince the public that any revolution in Russia will be
sponsored by the United States. Putin is presented as a
bulwark of Russian patriotism, as the single leader able
to confront America’s intervention in Russian domestic
life and protect what is left of the imperial heritage. This
propaganda is addressed mostly to the elites (particular-
ly elites in the military and FSB) who sizzle with hatred
and envy of America.®

Similarly, Minxin Pei of the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace observes that,

The rapid improvement in ties and growing cooperation
between China and Russia owes, to a great extent, not to
any Chinese new initiative, but to Russia’s changing re-
lationship with the West under Vladimir Putin’s rule. As
President Putin became increasingly authoritarian, he
needed China as an ally in counterbalancing the West.
The net strategic effect of Russia’s reorientation of its
policy toward the West has been tremendously positive
for China.®

Russia’s threat perceptions are either oriented
towards terrorism from the south, as was generally
the case even until 2006, or more recently primarily
to the West.¥” Key Russian officials now proclaim that
the greatest threats to Russia come from the West,
supposedly in the form of NATO’s enlargement
(although NATO is a shadow of its past military
strength); American military power in both its
conventional and nuclear aspects; or as President Bush
himself has now recognized, in the form of demands
for greater democratization.®® Recently Putin himself,
stated that,
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You know, I think that the problem in international rela-
tions today is that there is increasingly less respect for
the basic principles of international law. There is an ever
growing desire to resolve this or that issue based on the
political considerations and expediency of the moment.
This is very dangerous, and it is precisely this that leads
to small countries not feeling secure. It is also this that
fuels the arms race in large countries.%

Lavrov has duly echoed this assessment.* It is
unlikely, though, that either he or Putin had Russian
policy towards Chechnya, Ukraine, Georgia, Belarus,
Moldova, the Baltic states, or Russian domestic policy
in mind when they made these statements.

Military and Nuclear Issues.

The repercussions of this rift with the West are
particularly visible in Russian military policy. Indeed,
in the military, we find the threat assessments claiming
that Russia faces a threat situation comparable to that
of the 1930s America stated in Ministry of Defense and
General Staff journals as a matter of course.”!

Obviously this argument invokes the traditional
specter of a large-scale continental or even inter-
continental war and Western invasion of Russia to
elicit more resources from the government. Yet it is
not an inaccurate representation of Russian defense
thinking. Putin’s statements above (and below), as
well as those by other key spokesmen and/ or analysts,
display the growing belief in a Western threat.
Russian political and military literature abounds
with charges that Washington seeks to “crush”
Russia and is organizing secret plans to undermine
or overthrow the Russian government by fomenting
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new “color revolutions” to follow Georgia, Ukraine,
and Kyrgyzstan.”? Neither are these apprehensions
intended only for domestic consumption because they
influence policy and force deployments in Russia and
possibly in the United States as well, especially with
regard to nuclear weapons. For example, Russian
officials have blocked discussions of reducing tactical
nuclear weapons (TNW) in Europe, not least because
they see them as weapons to stop a NATO or American
conventional offensive and restore intrawar stability
and escalation control.”? Thus Ivanov’s remarks about
Russia’s capability to launch mass production of
missiles apply to them as well.**

Regarding strategic nuclear weapons and missile
defenses, the situation is no better. Moscow regards
Washington’spoliciesofleaving the Antiballistic Missile
(ABM) treaty, building missile defenses in Poland
and the Czech Republic, seeking to militarize space,
and conventional and nuclear force modernization as
posing a combination of threats to it. Thus beyond its
own urgent, long overdue, and ongoing conventional
modernization, it has announced plans for qualitative
modernization of its strategic and tactical nuclear
systems through 2020.”> Evidently Moscow expects
a confrontation involving the threat or even use of
nuclear or space weapons and a concomitant urgent
necessity of rebuilding its conventional and nuclear
forces.” The program outlined below, according to
Ivanov, will allow Russia to replace 45 percent of its
existing arsenals with modern weapons by 2015.

Thus, Ivanov has recently unveiled plans to build by
that date: 50 new Topol-M ICBM complexes on mobile
launchers, 34 new silo-based Topol-M missiles and
control units, 50 new bombers, 31 ships; and to fully
rearm 40 tank, 97 infantry, and 50 parachute battalions.
Forty Topol-M silo-based missiles have already been
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deployed. In 2007 alone, the military would get 17 new
ballistic missiles rather than 4 a year, as has recently
been the case, and 4 spacecraft and booster rockets.
It would overhaul a long-range aviation squadron, 6
helicopter and combat aviation squadrons, and 7 tank
and 13 motor rifle battalions. In 2007 alone, 11 billion
dollars will be spent on new weapons, and 31 new ships
will be commissioned, including 8 fleet ballistic missile
submarines (SSBNs) carrying ICBMs (presumably the
forthcoming Bulava missile). And in 2009-10, Russia
will decide whether or not to build a new shipyard
for the construction of aircraft carriers, and 50 Tu-160
Blackjack and Tu-95 Bear Strategic Bombers will operate
over this period as well. Doctrinally, Russia will also
retain its right of launching preemptive strikes.*”

In and of itself, this program does not necessarily
revive the Cold War confrontation or an inherently anti-
American program of arms racing; the modernization
of Russia’s weapons is desperately needed. But this
program does betray a heightened threat assessment
and the growing strategic importance and even
utility attached by Moscow to nuclear weapons. The
latter point, of course, is one for which America is
often blamed, but has figured prominently in official
Russian doctrine and strategy at least since 1993.%
Indeed, it appears that Russia has unilaterally violated
President Boris Yeltsin’s commitment for disarmament
of Russian attack or multipurpose submarines so that
they would not carry tactical nuclear weapons (TNW)
and is deploying these weapons on attack submarines
“on combat patrols.””” Moscow now advocates a
legally binding treaty saying that U.S. and Russian
nuclear arsenals do not target each other in order to
dispel this alleged threat.!® This request appears to
be purely propagandistic since Presidents Yeltsin
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and Clinton agreed to this over a decade ago, and the
required computer programs for targeting could be
reinstated at a moment’s notice. So it appears that we
will see what Putin calls an “asymmetrical but highly
efficient” Russian response, perhaps in its new Bulava
or Topol missiles that supposedly can avoid or spoof
missile defenses.!™ But this reply also suggests the
potential return of the competitive procurement spiral
that featured so prominently during the Cold War.
This intensified threat assessment contradicts
earlier statements by Ivanov and Putin dating back
to 2001 that the U.S. withdrawal from the ABM treaty
may have been a mistake but not a threat to Russia.
Alarmist threat briefings that these missile defenses,
America’s conventional force modernization, or its
nuclear programs reflect an urgent and growing threat,
display either a misunderstanding (whether deliberate
or unintentional) of U.S. policy or an apprehension
that the cherished dream of a closed bloc in the former
Soviet Union and great power status are at risk.'®
Thus the outbreak of this rhetoric reflects deeper
political exigencies that drive Russian policy, not
some major change in what the Soviets used to call
the correlation of forces. For example, the Strategic
Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) of 2002, also
known as the Moscow treaty, essentially uncoupled
US. and Russian strategic force modernization
programs from each other. The treaty stipulated that
both sides can build whatever nuclear forces they
need within the treaty’s limits without referring to
the other side’s programs or directly countering them
in their own force building programs.'® However,
thanks to the controversy on missile defense, Russia
now insists that if the United States unilaterally installs
missile defenses in Eastern Europe, it will affect Russo-
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NATO relations, create confrontations in Europe, and
in general end civilization as we know it. Therefore,
Washington must first involve Russia before it makes
any such deployment.’™ At the same time, Putin and
his minions say that if America accepts his proposals
for missile defense cooperation based on the system
at Gabala or alternatively on a new one being built
at Armavir in the North Caucasus, then the bilateral
relationship can become once again a strategic one and
lead to a “revolution” in world politics. But if we do
not accept this, then, of course, the regression to a neo-
Cold War situation is implicit in those statements.!®

As part of this recent proposal for use of the Gabala
installation and in the overall controversy over missile
defense, Russia evidently again wants a veto or at least
a “droit de regard” (right of regard) over U.S. and
NATO military programs, particularly ones within
what Russia calls the vicinity of its borders or interests.
But these demands also show that with regard to
Washington, Moscow operates its policies from the
presupposition of enemies.

Given the several years of briefings and
consultations involved among all the parties including
Russia, American unilateralism is not the issue here.
Rather, it is an attempt by Russia to force America to
give Russia a veto over its policies and trigger further
dissension in NATO. Thus Baluyevsky argued that “In
our opinion, military activity by the alliance close to
Russia’s borders should be comprehensible to Russia
and commensurate with the new challenges and
threats that are rising. At the same time Russia has an
interest in having a predictable partner in the shape
of NATO.”% This demand is, in fact, a tried, tested,
but also tired Soviet and post-Soviet refrain. Obviously
this is unacceptable to Washington, NATO, and its
members.
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Even though there is no military threat as Russian
military men admit, and as did Putin in 2001, Russia,
especially its armed forces and political leaders, cannot
relinquish the beliefin NATO and Americaasana priori
enemy. They are still tied to the presupposition of an
enemy and to a relationship based on the expectation
of a threat, i.e., a relationship of deterrence rather than
of defense. Lavrov recently underscored this point. He
told an interviewer for Rossiyskaya Gazeta that,

Our main criterion is ensuring the Russian Federation’s
security and maintaining strategic stability as much as
possible. . .. We have started such consultations already.
I'am convinced that we need a substantive discussion on
how those lethal weapons could be curbed on the basis
of mutual trust and balance of forces and interests. We
will insist particularly on this approach. We do not need
just the talk that we are no longer enemies and therefore
we should not have restrictions for each other. This is
not the right approach. It is fraught with an arms race, in
fact, because, it is very unlikely that either of us will be
ready to lag behind a lot.1"”

Thus he emphasized that in an atmosphere of political
mistrust and where both sides’” deployments are still
based on the philosophy of deterrence and mutual
assured destruction, strategic unilateralism is both
unacceptable and indeed dangerous to all because it
stimulates arms races across the world. In other words,
American unilateralism is inherently a threat to Russia
wherever it appears because Russia cannot but proceed
from the a priori assumption of hostile American
interest, i.e., the presupposition of an enemy.

Thus the problem and the threats that we face as
this relationship erodes are not due to Russia’s military
modernization but rather to the overall deterioration
of Russo-American relations or to the failure to break
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out of past cognitive paradigms. And here Russia,
precisely because it has reverted to previous policies,
structures, and mentalities, is as much to blame as is
the United States. Whereas the United States is moving
or has sought to move toward a strategic relationship
based on partnership with Russia, defense against and
dissuasion of enemies, and lessened reliance on nuclear
weapons and deterrence vis-a-vis Russia and other
states, Russia cannot overcome the past.!® It remains
committed to a strategy and posture of deterrence
that postulates an inherently adversarial relationship
with the United States. Russian analysts recognize
the continuing conformity of Russian policy with
Schmitt’s notion of the presupposition of the enemy
as an approach to national security policy in Russia.'”
That failure to break out of past paradigms, however
it is understood, inevitably heightens the impact of
geostrategic rivalry across the entire Russo-American
agenda and in international relations more broadly.
Thus Lavrov complains that “we are being called
upon to fight a hypothetical threat (i.e., intermediate
range missiles from Iran that could hit Europe) while a
real threat to our security is looming.” This statement
falsely negates what Russian military men and Lavrov
know tobe areal and growing threat from Iran’s missile,
nuclear, and space programs.'® But the threat that
really alarms Lavrov here, a nonmilitary one it should
be noted, is one that has frightened Russian statesmen
for centuries, namely the idea of a unified Europe from
which it is isolated. So Lavrov went on to warn that
NATO, the OSCE, and the CFE Treaty, the pillars of the
European security system, are being converted into a
bloc policy which would fold up the reform of Europe’s
security architecture that Russia desires and bifurcate
Europe.' That Moscow’s policy toward Europe
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aspires to strategic bipolarity throughout Eurasia, as
described below, seems to have eluded Lavrov here,
but underscores the fundamentally psychological
resentment of lost power and craving for status with
America that drives Russian policy.

Potential U.S. Threats to Russia and Inflated Russian
Threat Perceptions.

To say this is not to deny that possible changes in
U.S. force structures and deployments could provide
a threat or threats to Russia. Indeed, the best available
studies of American nuclear policies, including
modernization of those weapons, highlight the fact that
these policies, including the introduction into practice
of new concepts like dissuasion and preemptive, if not
preventive, war, could, if they have not already done
so, develop into perceived potential threats to Russia
in the near future.!? Oddly enough, though, these
potential threats are hardly ever mentioned in Russian
commentary. Thissuggests, onceagain, thatitisinternal
Russian perceptions as much as actual realities that are
driving policy. As an example of these potential threats,
although the United States has upgraded its naval and
other strategic forces and is gradually shifting them
to the Pacific Ocean largely to meet potential North
Korean or Chinese contingencies, those deployments
also could threaten Russian forces.'* But Moscow has
said little or nothing about these forces.

A second, equally negative possible outcome is that
American policymakers will come to perceive Russia
not just as a recalcitrant independent actor that does
not want to cooperate with America, but as a potential
or even active threat in its own right. As this potential
inheres primarily in Russia’s nuclear capability, the
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developments cited here are already creating a climate
among government circles in which Russia can quickly
come to be seen as a potential military threat due to
its political differences with America. For example,
the recent Report of the Defense Science Board on
Nuclear Capabilities stated openly that nuclear
reductions agreed to in the Moscow treaty of 2002 and
recommended in the Nuclear Posture Review of 2001
pointed to a new and benign strategic relationship with
Russia after the end of the Cold War and the desire
to forge a new bilateral strategic relationship that no
longer was based on the principles of Mutual Assured
Destruction.

Today, the Report observes, that presumption
of a new benign strategic relationship with Russia is
increasingly open to doubt. This is because, “ Although
United States relations with Russia are considered
relatively benign at the moment [December 2006],
Russia retains the capacity to destroy the United
States in 30 minutes or less.” Moreover, its reliance
on nuclear weapons to compensate for a weakened
conventional military has led it to emphasize nuclear
weapons for purposes of maintaining superpower
status, deterrence, and potentially warfighting. Russia’s
regression from democracy, and rivalry with America
over Iraq, Iran, and Central Asia [other issues may well
be added since then to the mix —author], suggest that
the assessment of 2003 that nothing had changed since
2001 to justify revising the Nuclear Posture Review’s
(NPR) presumption of a benign strategic relationship
with Russia needs to be revised.''* Therefore, the Report
recommends the creation of a permanently standing
assessment “Red Team” “to continuously assess the
range of emerging and plausible nuclear capabilities
that can threaten the United States and its allies and
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friends with potentially catastrophic consequences.”'*>
This team would monitor Russian, Chinese, and North
Korean developments because,

Despite the desire for improved relations with Russia,
the direction, scope, and pace of the evolution of U.S.
capabilities must be based on a realistic recognition that
the United States and Russia are not yet the reliable,
trusted friends needed for the United States to depart
from a commitment to a robust nuclear deterrent. Inten-
tions can change overnight; capabilities cannot.”1¢

Other examples of a growing wariness about
Russian intentions can also be cited.'” Thus there is a
real danger that these perceptions can grow on both
sides into self-fulfilling threat perceptions that will
drive conventional and nuclear defense acquisitions
and foreign policy decisions as well until they influence
formal doctrinal and strategic pronouncements. Some
Russian military observers have already openly
postulated that Russia and America (or NATO) are
still enemies. For example, Colonel Anatoly Tsyganok,
a noted military commentator speaking about the
increase in large-scale and regular Russian military
exercises, observed that apart from the need to conduct
such exercises as part of the Army’s regular routine,
they arennecessary torespond to American deployments
in places like Hungary and Bulgaria. Both sides, he
says, remain enemies, and these exercises are hardly
antiterrorist ones butrather somethingelse (i.e., he hints
at their being intended to be anti-NATO)."® Certainly
and similarly, the so-called “Ivanov doctrine” of 2003,
formalized in a Russian white paper that did not name
NATO, was oriented nonetheless to the primacy of a
NATO/ American threat.'”
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Nevertheless for such threats to be actualized and
formalized in official state paperslike defense doctrines,
the political climate between Moscow and Washington
would have to decline still further. Consequently, while
we should not rush to restore the Cold War, the present
trends on both sides are disturbing and destabilizing,
not only for what they mean to each other but also
because of their impact on regional security throughout
Eurasia and how they affect the calculations of other
nuclear states or states that seek nuclear weapons like
Iran and North Korea. In other words, these tensions
cannot be confined to discussions of bilateral strategy
and politics but deeply impinge upon the problems of
regional security, global proliferation, and deterrence.

In fact, in the context of charges raised in 2006
that the United States now has and has been striving
for a usable first-strike nuclear capability against
Russian forces —an argument that ignited a firestorm
of polemics in Russia--such interactive Russian and
American deployments of both conventional and
nuclear forces do, in fact, raise the prospect of real
as opposed to notional threats of an arms race where
Washington seems to move for a supposed first-strike
capability in both Russian and Western strategic
analyses.'® Thus David McDonough'’s analysis of U.S.
nuclear deployments in the Pacific Ocean states that,

The increased deployment of hard-target kill weapons in
the Pacific could only aggravate Russian concerns over
the survivability of its own nuclear arsenal. These silo-
busters would be ideal to destroy the few hundred ICBM
silos and Russia’s infamously hardened command-and-
control facilities as well as help reduce any warning
time for Russian strategic forces, given their possible
deployment and depressed trajectory. This is critical
for a decapitation mission, due to the highly centralized
command-and-control structure of the Russian posture,
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as well as to preempt any possible retaliation from the
most on-alert Russian strategic forces. The Pacific also
has a unique feature in that it is an area where gaps in
Russian early-warning radar and the continued deterio-
ration of its early-warning satellite coverage have made
it effectively blind to any attack from this theatre. This
open-attack corridor would make any increase in Pacif-
ic-deployed SLBMs appear especially threatening.'!

Similarly, already in 2003 when the first reports of
the Pentagon’s interest in new low-yield and bunker-
busting nuclear weapons became public, Russian
analysts warned that even if such programs are merely
in a research stage, they would add to the hostile
drift of Russo-American relations.'? Events since
then have only confirmed this assessment and their
warning. Meanwhile, the trend continues towards
increasing Russian reliance upon nuclear weapons
against a perceived growing American threat. This
threat perception and reliance upon nuclear weapons
takes place despite American assertions that charges
of excessive U.S. reliance on nuclear forces; that the
United States is either not reducing nuclear forces or
doing so fast enough; that the United States is building
n