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the nongovernmental members of the Steering Group.
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(tel. 021-67-48: fax 200-42-98).
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Summary

Over the past two years the creation of a strategic partnership
berween the United States and Russia has been repeatedly endorsed
by leading officials of both countries, and the idea of such a
cooperative relationship now enjoys wide support among Americans
and Russians alike. The two military establishments have already
taken great strides in moving away from cold war hostility. But we
still have much work to do.

!\)

In particular, and most urgently, fundamental changes in the de-
fense policies of our two nations are needed to overcome the
dangerous legacy of the long strategic confrontation. That legacy
includes the existence of enormous nuclear arsenals: military
forces whose structure and equipment are still designed for a glo-
bal “East-West” war; and a conceprual framework for nuclear
strategy and some aspects of arms control thar, at best, serve to
stabilize, rather than end. an adversarial bilateral relationship.

Moreover, lingering suspicions, prejudices, and real
substantive differences will, if left unaddressed, jeopardize any
new partnership.

The U.S.-Russian strategic partnership cannot be realized
without a sustained effort by the two countries’ military
establishments to reshape their defense policies so as to curtail,
step by step, the vestiges of their preparations for continued
enmity and to create expanding opportunities for mutual
military support.

Defense policies reflect a nation’s foreign policies and military as-
pects of national interest. U.S. and Russian defense policies can
be harmonized only to the degree that rapport is achieved in the
definition of their respective national interests. Although com-
mon interests should provide the foundation for the new strate-
gic partnership, it is also important o recognize the remaining
potential for conflicts—not all of which stems from the cold
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war—and, to the extent possible, to minimize these sources of
conflict. Both countries must work to achieve mutual recogni-
tion of each other’s vital national security interests; failure to do
so would undermine the prospects for a genuine partnership. It
is also true that the partnership can prosper only within the
wider context of political and economic cooperation.

Such a harmonization of U.S. and Russian defense policies
should not be seen by other nations as threatening a “condo-
minium.” On the contrary: for the United States it will add to
and support existing security alliances; for Russia it can enhance
peaceful relations with former Soviet republics and other neigh-
boring states.

Indeed, the harmonization of the U.S. and Russian defense

policies can provide the military backbone for a larger security

~structure. This might take the form of a security association

among the United States and the other NATO members plus
Russia, Japan, and eastern Europe. Gradually, such an associa-
tion might expand to include China and other powers. It is im-
portant that the U.S.-Russian military cooperation not be
confined to the European—North Atlantic area, but serve to en-
hance the security of Japan and other Pacific nations. Any east-
ward expansion of NATO that would exclude Russia would be
detrimental to the harmonization of U.S. and Russian defense
policies, and this potential harm should be taken into account.
It is crucial that the U.S.-Russian partnership itself reflect a
common interest in preserving the independence of the new
democracies of central and eastern Europe.

The overall relationship between our two countries will, of
course, depend on political developments within the Russian
Federation and within and among the former Soviet republics, as
well as on the evolving foreign policy of the United States. Ad-
verse political developments, in and by themselves. could doom
the prospects of a strategic partnership.

That should not obscure the fact, however, that the
U.S.-Russian military relationship has its own dynamic. The
sheer capabilities and latent threats inherent in the military



Summary 3

establishments of the two countries are bound to have a strong
influence on future choices regarding weaponry and forces.
The threat from nuclear arms, in particular, has the potential
cither to command a united U.S.-Russian approach to global
strategic issues or, conversely, to drive the two powers toward a
renewed military confrontation (especially if traditional
concerns about asymmetries in nuclear forces and their
counterforce potential reemerge). 7

As the wherewithal to build nuclear arms (and other mass de-
struction weapons) is spreading, many regimes may be moving
to acquire them. Long ago, the Soviet Union and the United
States came to regard nuclear proliferation as a common threat,
calling for limited cooperation even during the cold war. Today.
cooperation on a greater scale has become possible—and more
urgent. United States and Russian policymakers have recently
agreed to tighten controls on the export of nuclear and missile
technologies. They should now seek to strengthen international
controls on fissionable materials and to improve their safekeep-
ing. But such measures are not enough. Because nuclear capabili-
ties are likely to spread despite the best efforts of technology
control, we believe that a further step must be taken.

If the world should someday be confronted with a crisis when a
reckless, or terrorist, regime actually decided to use a nuclear
weapon, Russia and the United States will need to be prepared
to respond promptly in a well-coordinated fashion.
U.S.-Russian military cooperation would be essential to
forestall even greater catastrophes. Given the extreme rapidity
with which further untoward developments could occur and
the atmosphere of swiftly expanding dangers that would then
prevail, advance U.S.-Russian consultations and some basic
planning are, in our view, essential. Indeed, widespread
knowledge about such U.S.-Russian preparation could help to
prevent these untoward developments in the first place.

Whether or not the world’s two largest nuclear powers will be
able to cooperate constructively on deterring, or at least contain-
ing, reckless or terrorist use of nuclear weapons will also depend
on their own bilateral nuclear relationship.
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If the two largest nuclear powers can end their old nuclear
standoff, the risks from nuclear proliferation will be easier to
manage. If, however, they fail in this respect and remain
locked, even partially, in a “balance of terror,” a reckless regime
could provoke a severe global crisis, dangerously straining mili-
tary relations between the United States and Russia. An
uncoordinated response to a nuclear disaster by either power
could trigger dangerous alert measures by the other and pro-
vide opportunities for the instigators of the crisis to provoke a
U.S.-Russian confrontation.

The facr that nuclear weapons have never been employed since
1945 establishes a tradition of critical importance. During the
cold war, NATO emphasized its commitment to use nuclear
weapons in the event it could not halt a conventional artack by
the Warsaw Pact. This policy of “first use”—intended to buttress
NATO’s deterrence posture—also had the unintended effect of
becoming a principal cause of the enormous growth in U.S. and
Soviet nuclear arsenals from the mid-1950s to the early 1980s.

Russia and the United States, in cooperation with other pow-
ers, should now seek to reinforce the rule that nuclear weapons
must never be used first, save as the very last resort in the ex-
treme situation of an assault on the nation’s heartland. The
more a reckless, nuclear-armed regime expects a devastating
worldwide response should it start to use nuclear weapons, the
better the prospects for preventing the worst consequences of
proliferation.

We need ro rid ourselves of habits of thought acquired during
the cold war. In particular, we need to remind ourselves that the
mutual deterrence posture adopted during that struggle is not a
sustainable, normal relationship between two friendly powers.
Even with the START reductions fully implemented some ten
years hence, our two countries would still have massive nuclear
forces deployed and capable of destroying each other.

Had these large, residual nuclear forces not been inherited
from a different era, it is surely true that neither Russia nor the
United States would now see any necessity to deploy forces of
the same size and character against one another. Perpetuating
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the cold war strategy of mutually deterring nuclear attack with
missile forces constantly deployed for prompt and massive re-
taliation could, in the long run, result in the most dreadful ac-
cident. As far as the United States and Russia are concerned,
considerations of safety should begin displacing deterrence as
the first priority.

United Srates—Russian discussions have already identified mea-
sures that could begin to transform the cold war balance of ter-
ror into a cooperative relationship and help to overcome the risk
of an accidental missile launch. Talks between the two countries
on such measures should be intensified.

Specifically, agreement must urgently be reached on a coordi-
nated, reliable U.S.-Russian program to take most strategic
missiles off alert status. This program would serve to overcome
the hair-trigger alert not only for the systems eventually to be
eliminated under START but for all strategic missiles. The
complex technical details that such a program entails must be
worked out between the United States Department of Defense
and the Russian Ministry of Defense on a high-priority basis.
The agreed procedures might include separating warheads
from missiles, partially dismantling missiles, and other steps
that could be monitored and would not take years to imple-
ment. The aim must be to reach agreement on rapid imple-
mentation with clearly established milestones, and to do so
without waiting for the scheduled START reductions.

Our force structures should be determined by our political pur-
poses, not our political purposes or decisions determined by
our force structures. When the U.S.-Russian strategic partner-
ship will have matured, the purpose and posture of their re-
maining offensive nuclear forces will no longer need to deter a
sudden attack from the other side by being ready to inflict
prompt and massive retaliation. As a result of this evolution,
defenses against aircraft and missiles may cease to be seen as a
threat to deterrence stability. At such a time, the two countries
may want to bring some of their bilateral arms agreements up-
to-date; in particular, they may decide to amend the ABM
Treaty so as to facilitate cooperation on tactical and strategic
defenses.
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10. Although nuclear issues provide the most compelling and urgent

11.

reasons for the harmonization of defense policies, other impor-
tant benefits could flow from close cooperation.

Beneficial changes could be facilitated in the structure and size
of conventional forces. This is a task both countries face, but it
is particularly acute for Russia given the daunting problems it
faces in resettling and housing large numbers of its armed
forces.

The world has recently seen growing interest and activity in
peacekeeping and peacemaking. As has now become abun-
dantly evident, this area is fraught with difficulties. The exist-
ing resources and experience of the United Nations
Organization, or of any one nation, are often insufficient, par-
ticularly when faced with several crises simultaneously.
Through close cooperation, the world’s two leading military es-
tablishments can carry out, or support, international peace-
keeping operations because of their dominant capabilities for
space-based communications and intelligence, airlift, fighter
aircraft, air defense missiles, armored vehicles, and other areas
of strength. The deterrent effect of such cooperation—particu-
larly when contrasted with earlier competition that was easily
exploited by third parties—should not be underestimated.

To the extent that the defense partnership flourishes, it should
contribute significantly to the creation of an atmosphere con-
ducive to greater economic and political cooperation, including
Russian membership of the Group of Seven.

To make the U.S.-Russian military partnership more secure and
effective, old habits of secrecy must be broken. Greater bilareral
openness will not be achieved without a determined effort.

The U.S. Defense Department and the Russian Ministry of
Defense should establish a joint task force on transparency to
progressively reduce military secrecy between the two establish-
ments. The task force could build on the data exchanges that
have taken place and expand the scope, year by year, for bilat-
eral transparency. Additional measures to overcome secrecy and
avoid misperception must be taken. In particular, a blue-ribbon
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commission, supported by the two governments, should be
formed and be asked to report annually to the heads of state
and the legislatures. The two legislatures also could hold joint
hearings on the evolving strategic relationship.

12. Time is a wasting asset, and an opportunity may be lost if the
harmonization of defense policies does not proceed with a sense
of urgency. To overcome bureaucrartic inertia, the process needs

to be given specific targets to be reached at appropriate intervals
during this decade.

* During the cold war, each defense establishment published an-
nual reports on the state of the adversarial relationship. To
keep the two governments focused on the harmonization pro-
gram and to engage senior decision makers, it would be useful
for the U.S. Department of Defense and the Russian Defense
Ministry to issue a joint annual report on their progress in re-
alizing the strategic partnership.

If Russia and the United States can gradually achieve a
harmonization of the ends and means of their military
establishments, they will avert some of the worst dangers for the
coming decades of the nuclear age. As well, if this new military
partnership can be harnessed to other peacekeeping structures in the
world, the two great nations—destined by geography to have global
interests and by history to have a common interest in promoring,
democracy and peaceful intercourse among nations—will have
constructed a mighcy bulwark for global peace.



Prospects for
the U.S.-Russian
Strategic Partnership

Official defense policies in Washington and in Moscow have been
radically changed during the past few years because of the profound
transformation of the global security environment. This adjustment
of military policy and strategy, however, is far from complete in either
nation. Significant further changes must be expected and are
desirable.

The basic recommendation of this report is thart these future
changes should aim not just at removing the vestiges of the cold war
but also at harmonizing the ends and means of our two military es-
tablishments. Over the next ten o fifteen years, such a strategic rap-
port will be one of the most effective ways to bring abour a
partnership that will truly serve the security interests of both our na-
tions and provide a strong foundation for world peace.

Since the 1950s the United States and the Soviet Union have
shared one overriding security interest: avoiding global nuclear war.
At the same time, however, their defense establishments were de-
signed and maintained primarily for one purpose—namely, to wage
war, particularly nuclear war, against each other. Today, of course,
Russia and the Unirted States continue to share the overriding interest
in avoiding global nuclear war. But they are now also beginning to
recognize a much broader range of common interests and to develop
common security goals and cooperative military policies.

We need to chart a course for progressively closer and more ef-
fective links between the U.S. and Russian defense efforts. This en-
deavor must be mindful, however, of important national interests that
are not shared, as well as troublesome new conflicts that could hinder
the emerging bilateral partnership.

9
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The Unirted States and Russia share many securiry interests that
justify close cooperation. Even during the cold war, they cooperared
in slowing down the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction—
efforts that have now been strengthened and have gained in impor-
tance. In addition. the United States and Russia now have a common
interest in stemming the international and domestic instability that
has emerged since the end of the cold war.

Most ethnic, religious, and small-scale border conflicts call for
nonmilitary responses and are often a consequence of social tensions.
In certain instances, however, diplomatic. economic, and humanirar-
ian intervention will not suffice to prevent large-scale warfare. If in-
ternational organizations are to cope with these problems, they
require adequare military support. To this end, it will be imporrant to
foster close cooperation between the foreign policy and defense estab-
lishments of Russia and the United States in support of internarional
peacekeeping. Such cooperation could range from early warning and
assessment of conflicts to joint contingency planning and training for
supporting multilateral peacekeeping or peace-enforcing operations.
The joint U.S.-Russian peacekeeping exercises agreed to on Seprem-
ber 8, 1993, represent a major step in this direction.

It should be stressed that strengthened economic cooperation
berween the United States and Russia can help to bolster the strategic
partnership. The economic advantages generated by an effective
strategic partnership are threefold. First, defense budgets can be kept
at a lower level. Second, the demand for military assistance to third
countries will be less widespread. Third, murually beneficial bilarteral
economic relationships will be unconstrained by security conflicts.
Although these benefits would be especially significant for Russia’s
economic recovery, they could also be of great weight in averting an
aggravartion of the fiscal crisis in the Unirted States.

Cerrain psychological and political considerations need to be ad-
dressed. Whether selt-imposed or not, Russia’s isolation serves neither
its own nor the Unirted States’ interests. Russia wants to be “in”; and
its full participation in the world communiry is in the interest of the
United States. Russia, however, wants to enjoy a fully equirable posi-
tion with the United States. These concerns should be met with un-
derstanding—not viewed through the prism of Russia’s past, but
greeted with anticipation of its likely future role. To overcome the
trauma to the Russian national psyche, increased cooperartion in the
military field (where Russia retains global capabilities) could be ex-
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tremely helpful. Russia is also interested in a close securiry relation-
ship with the United Stares in order to prevent the U.S. securiry strat-
egy from sliding roward unilateralism.

Finally, a special U.S.-Russian relationship could have a salutary
effect on the United States preeminent status within the international
system. Otherwise, the burdens that come with acting as the “sole re-
maining superpower” might become too onerous for the American
people, who may come to view this role as too costly and
unrewarding,.

The security dimension clearly remains central to the new U.S.-
Russian relationship overall. This being so, it seems appropriate and
necessary to build initially on common military interests.

But what of the legitimate security interests of third countries,
which might suffer as a result of an effective U.S.-Russian security
and defense partnership? Indeed, the converse case would seem far
more plausible. The more solidly this partnership can be established,
the fewer potential security threats would emerge to menace the
United States’ tradicional allies, and the more peaceful the environ-
ment would be for the immediate neighbors of Russia and the Unired
States. It is highly unlikely that the foreign policy of either Moscow or
Washingron would, in the future, favor a global U.S.-Russian condo-
minium. On the contrary, the U.S.-Russian security link could be-
come the backbone of a security community encompassing the
Northern Hemisphere.



Common and Separate
Security Interests

Any harmonizartion of the evolving U.S. and Russian defense policies
will have to take place in the context of the foreign policies of both
countries while coping with the cold war legacy in weaponry, military
practices, and doctrine. Despite the absence of any territorial dispute
or fundamental politcal antagonism, the United States and Russia
mighrt drift toward an estrangement in their foreign policies and thus
miss out on the many opportunities for mutually beneficial milicary
cooperation. Or worse yet, under certain circumstances the two pow-
ers might become entrapped in a new military rivalry and arms com-
petition—costly and dangerous for both sides.

In this chapter we shall address the risks of and opportunities for
the evolving U.S.-Russian military relationship. These are likely to be
created, on the one hand, by the interaction of the two countries for-
eign policies and, on the other, by the cold war military legacy (mate-
rial as well as intellecrual). The risks and obstacles that stand in the
path of a harmonization of the two defense policies are discussed first,
followed by an analyses of some of the regional issues that are likely to
prevail in Washington and in Moscow over the next five to ten years.
In the third and final section of this chapter, we address mulrilateral
organizations and global security concerns that are bound to play an
important role in the U.S.-Russian military relationship.

13
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The Risks of New U.S.-Russian Conflicts

It bears repeating thar the fate of the new relationship will depend
largely on political developments in Russia and on how they are
perceived in the United Srares. On the one hand. Americans
responsible for defense issues are deeply concerned that a polirical
change in Russia toward a more authorirarian (or more nationalist)
government would bring a new Russian arms buildup and lead to a
new military confrontation with the West. On the other hand. moves
to isolate Russia by means of a cordon sanitaire of former Warsaw Pact
nations (and perhaps even former Soviet republics, notably Ukraine)
would spread the fear—far beyond Russia’s ultranationalist
constituency—rthat the Unired States is pursuing a secret strategy to
weaken, or even dismantle. the Russian Federation. Combined. these
developments might provoke a new sense of hostility and lead ro new
arms competition.

Additional and quite difterent types of risks are posed by the
onerous military legacy from the cold war. Although great progress
has been made during the last few years in coming to terms with this
inheritance. further progress might now be slowed by the weight of
vested interests, old habits of thinking, and, above all, the enormous
accumulation of weaponry—especially the nuclear arsenals. Various
factors still at work could recreate an adversarial relationship between
the military forces of Russia and the United States. These include:

¢ Threatening and confrontacional features of the nuclear
derterrence structure inherited from the cold war—a structure
that persists despite the arms control measures so far agreed ro.
Distrust and reciprocating reactions could be stirred up by
moves to modernize elements of the nuclear forces, by strategic
missile tests. by a high alert status of offensive nuclear forces, or
by strategic missile submarines parrolling close to the other
country's territory. Habits of military secrecy could aggravare
this reaction.

¢ Long-standing U.S. defense policies designed for allies, and
Russia’s attempts to ensure its national security while its defense
system is undergoing drastic reorganization, raise the question of
the “first use” of nuclear weapons and could lead to new tensions
recarding shorter-range (tactical) nuclear arms.
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* Until the strategic partnership becomes more firmly established
and mature, new U.S. conventional military capabilities, espe-
cially advanced long-range nonnuclear technologies (with new
“stealth” features or precision guidance), are likely to be regarded
as potentially threatening by Russia’s military. It may be possible
to alleviate this concern through understandings on operational
and deployment practices.

* The implementation of the very complex existing arms accords
may well lead to disputes between Moscow and Washington, and
to disappointment on both sides. For example. the implementa-
tion of some of the regional ceilings of the CFE (Conventional
Forces in Europe) Treaty. is reportedly causing difficulties for Russia
owing to the changed geopolitical situation and economic pressures.
In cheir September 1993 meeting in Washington, U.S. defense
secretary Les Aspin and Russian defense minister Gen. Pavel
Grachev agreed that further staft meetings will address these issues.

* Different approaches followed by Moscow and Washington to
control the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction can
engender distrust and diplomatic confrontations (illustrated by
recent differences between the United States and China, and by
occasional differences between the United States and its
European allies).

Almost equal in importance is the potential conflict posed by
disputes linked o third countries and to the turbulent periphery of
the Russian Federarion.

* Russia wants to ensure chat its incerests are properly recognized
by its neighbors. These interests include concerns about ethnic
Russians and other minorities in various former Soviet republics:
secure and recognized borders; clear legal status for Russian
troops and strategic forces in the former Soviet republics; and
Russia’s continued role as the leading power throughout much of
the former Soviet Union. Tensions between Russia and these
neighboring states could escalate, which will lead to concerns—
and political differences—in the United States about the appro-
priate American role. On the one hand, even a totally peaceful
process of increasing Russian influence in the former Sovier re-
publics might evoke U.S. apprehensions of an oppressive empire
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being restored. On the other hand, Russian assessments might
greatly exaggerate U.S. involvement in countries bordering on
Russia and thus widen the conflict with the United States. A
problem could arise if Russia, because of its predominant eco-
nomic power (and perhaps more effective economic reforms).
acts as an economic magnet for some of the former Soviet repub-
lics, leading to some type of “reintegration” into a new confeder-
ate-type structure. Should the United States become entangled
in the complex relationships among former Soviet republics. this,
too, could cause resentment in Moscow.

* Disagreements about arms sales to third countries and future dis-
putes about the implementation of export controls are bound to
arise. Because advances in military technology will create oppor-
tunities for new exports, both U.S. and Russian arms industries
could be driven to upgrade the technology of arms sales. The
tough international competition for arms exports often causes
governments of exporting countries to launch special political ef-
forts in order to clinch a sale. Given Russias current economic
difficulties. many Russian industrialists might regard such efforts
on the United States’ part as hostile acts designed to prevent
Russia’s industrial recovery.

Regional Issues

The Unirted States and Russia have the potential to be each other’s
most important ally in fostering regional stability and countering re-
gional hegemonism. In many regional situations, in fact. U.S. and
Russian interests overlap. Thus it appears important that the Unired
States and Russia harmonize their policies in the regions viewed as vi-
tal to the security of either or both countries.

Russia has vital or important national interests in a number of
areas, such as Europe, the Middle East, and East Asia. as well as in the
Arctic and the western Pacific. The main threat to Russias national se-
curity stems from internal racher than external developments and is
not military in nature. But as seen from Moscow. the regional security
issues of greatest concern relate to the former Soviet republics and
countries either bordering on the Russian Federation or lying very
close to it.
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Russia’s immediate environment west and south of its new bor-
ders is highly unstable. This is more than a transient situation. The
process of creating new nation-states out of the former Soviet repub-
lics has led to violence and insecurity. Russia is already involved, both
directly and indirectly, in several low-intensity armed conflicts and
may not be able to disengage. The greatest exrernal threat to Russia
comes from the possibility of these conflicts spilling over to Russia it-
self. They can generate millions of refugees and draw Russia into an
endless series of small wars on its periphery. Indeed, they might.
through their political dynamic, tear the Federation apart.

Russias new neighbors hardly pose a milicary threar to it. For a
number of strategic, financial, and other reasons, however, Moscow
would prefer to include them in a new defense arrangement, either
multilateral or bilateral. Whatever the ultimate result of these efforts.
Russia would strongly oppose the participation of the new states in
any military alliance of which Russia is not a member. or the station-
ing of foreign troops in their territory, or the use of their military fa-
cilities by a third party.

A special challenge to Russia’s security is posed by the possibility
of governmental collapse or national disintegration in neighboring
states that have nuclear weapons on their territory. Russia’s immediate
concern is linked to strategic nuclear forces deployed in the other
former Soviet republics. If Ukraine should take possession of nuclear
weapons now on her territory, Kazakhstan might do the same. This
could further strengthen aspirations for nuclear arms in India, Paki-
stan, and Iran and might well cause the collapse of the
Nonproliferation Treaty regime at the 1995 review conference. In the
long term, such a development would also put in question the non-
nuclear status of Japan and Germany.

[f Germany. Japan, China, Iran, or Turkey should expand their
polirical. economic, and cultural influence in the various republics of
the former Soviet Union, this could lead to antagonistic competition
between those expanding zones of influence and Russia, which has
substantial security interests in the newly independent states. And in
the longer term, such a competition for influence could lead to mili-
tary confrontation. Already today, Turkey, Iran, Pakistan. and various
Afghan factions are edging closer to more direct involvement in the
violent conflicts in Transcaucasia and Central Asia, to the concern of
Moscow. To be sure, these neighboring states may seek to assist in the
pacification and economic development of these areas. If so, their
policies could be entirely supportive of Russia’s interests.
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As seen today from Moscow, there is little chance of any military
threat emanating from the West. Many in Russia are concerned. how-
ever, abour the possibility of geopolitical isolation. As of roday. Russia
is not a member of the G-7, the Council of Europe, or NATO. The
perception of exclusion would be exacerbated if NATO were enlarged
by including Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Hungary. Such
an eastward expansion of NATO, excluding Russia, would be detri-
mental to the harmonization of U.S. and Russian defense policies, and
this should be taken into account. It is crucial chat the U.S.-Russian
partnership itself reflect a common interest in preserving the indepen-
dence of the new democracies of central and eastern Europe.

As seen from Washingron, Russia and the United States now share
a common interest in a peaceful order for all regions where they used
to pursue different or mutually hostile policies during the cold war.
The situation desired for these regions is often called szability— a
rather overused term. In this context. szability may mean chart the states
in the region are not breaking up through violent ethnic strife, are not
going to war against each other or threatening to do so, and are not
launching an accelerating arms race or acquiring weapons of mass de-
struction.

The prospects seem good that Russia and the United States will
continue o recognize a common interest in promoting stabiliry so de-
fined. Such a convergence had already begun to emerge between the
Soviet Union and the United States in response to Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait in 1990. Today, the common interest in this basic regional sta-
bility is clearly perceived in both capirals. It motivates convergent poli-
cies, for example, toward North Korea.

At the same time, the common interest in stability is not unlim-
ited. Neither Russian nor U.S. policy favors preserving the status quo
in every region withourt any change. For instance, it is U.S. policy ro
promote Arab-Israeli settlements that might entail significant polirical
and territorial changes. Again, the United States lends diplomatic sup-
port to Japan in its quest for a peaceful settlement of its territorial dis-
pute with Russia. And it continues its efforts to accelerate political
change in Cuba.

In U.S. eyes. none of these changes would create significant
U.S.-Russian tensions. As seen from Washington, the instability in
many former Soviet republics and in the relations of these republics
with the Russian Federation, by contrast, poses the greatest potential
threat to the emerging U.S.-Russian strategic partnership. The U.S.
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government obviously has not formulated specific policy positions for
the many possible contingencies within and among these republics.
But one can make some guesses abour plausible U.S. reactions ro vari-
ous contingencies.

For example, a freely negotiated political agreement between the
Russian Federation and various republics for a peaceful economic
integration (or “reintegration”) would not have an adverse effect on
the U.S.-Russian partnership. Again, while a peacefully agreed
merging of Belarus and Russia would surely be examined closely by
Washington and its NATO allies for its military implications, the
framework of then operative arms agreements and CSCE (Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe) arrangements could help to
prevent such a change from creating a crisis in the U.S.-Russian
strategic relationship.

By way of contrast, it would be quite a different story it U.S.
opinion judged the “reintegration” of one or more of the republics
(and in particular, Ukraine, Belarus, and the Baltics) to have been
achieved through military force or any other coercive measures—such
as support for irregular forces or intimidation by threat of force. One
possible reaction would be that NATO would promptly offer full
membership to eastern European states, thus creating a new line of
military confrontation—and pressures on both sides for increasing
military forces.

China merits special mention. Both Russia and the United States
recognize the great potential of this nation. Every effort should be
made to engage China in new international security arrangements so
thart its growing strength and sheer geopolitical weighr are nort per-
ceived as threatening by its neighbors. Both Moscow and Washingron
want to see China apply its growing economic power to the benefit of
its own people, not for military purposes.

A U.S.-Russian strategic partnership is not directed against
Beijing; indeed, one of its major goals is bolstering peace and secu-
rity in East Asia. In fact, China is more likely to follow a cooperative
and constructive security policy if Russia and the United Stares are
themselves effectively cooperating. It is desirable for the security both
of Russia and the United Srates that China be included in interna-
tional peacekeeping and become progressively involved in nuclear
and conventional arms control. Practical cooperation with the Chi-
nese military at UN headquarters and farther afield might help de-
velop mutual understanding on strategic issues.
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This is not to close our eyes to the fact that strategic prospects
for China remain unclear over the long term. There is a real potential
for an armed conflict in the South China Sea that would send shock
waves far beyond Southeast Asia. A change in Chinas fundamental
policy pursuing a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue would be
seen by the United States and its allies as a most serious challenge to
stability in the western Pacific. Russias relations with China are now
very good, but the long-standing worries over a large-scale
conventional conflict between the two countries, though pushed far
back in recent years, have not disappeared completely. The unrevoked
territorial claims on Russia, for one thing. are keeping this awful
specter alive. Thus, Russia and China could benefit from greater
reassurance about ground force operations in the vicinity of their
common border and some further arms control; agreements covering
the size and deployment of their forces. Conversely, if China began to
disintegrare, refugee movements and factional surife could spill over
Russia’s borders.

Global Security Interests and Security Structures

Since the collapse of the security systems of the cold war. the
internacional system has been restrucruring and regrouping. This
uncertain transition is intrinsically hazardous. The United States and
Russia, together with other nations. have an enormous stake in the
emergence of a world order that will support, rather than threaren,
their most vital security interests.

One of the principal new structures for this purpose could be a
security system linking the United States and the other NATO
members together with Russia, Japan. and eastern Europe. Such a
system could be expanded gradually to embrace additional countries
(e.g., China) and be linked to other regional and global arrangements
(e.g.. the Western European Union, the CSCE). A Euro-Atantic-
Pacific security association or “alliance” could be based on the
foundations of the Atlantic Alliance and the U.S.-Russian strategic
partnership, as well as the evolving economic interaction between
Russia and the G-7. This association could strengthen the security
role of the United Nations.
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Among the existing security organizations, the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council might become a suitable institutional
framework for planning, organizing, and execuring cerrain peace
operations, especially in the crisis management phase. (This council,
referred to as the NACC, includes all members of NATO, the former
Warsaw Pact members and the other former Soviet republics.) To be
able to play a useful role, however, the NACC would need a stronger
legal basis, a permanent political structure, and a professional military
staff. If strengthened in such a way, its activities could include joint
planning sessions, joint peacekeeping training, and joint exercises.
Over time, such matters as concepts of operations; rules of
engagement: host nation support: status of forces: command,
control. and coordinartion; as well as logistical support and funding
might be addressed and applied to specific contingencies. A forum
rather than an organization, the NACC has played only a minor role
in conflict prevention: it also lacks a military strucrure and the
necessary cohesion for organizing peacekeeping operations. The
CSCE might serve, however, to provide the legal framework and
political justification for peacekeeping activities undertaken by an ad
hoc coalition of national forces.

As for Russian membership in NATO, many defense specialists
in Moscow and Washington agree thar this is not an appropriate goal
in the near or medium term. Conceivably, if the NACC does indeed
expand its capabilities and role, it might become the organizational
structure for a new, larger alliance. In fact, only a strong U.S.-Russian
partnership could enable the NACC 1o become an effective organiza-
tion.

A particularly strong and growing security interest thar Russia
and the United States share with many other nations is to inhibirt the
spread of weapons of mass destruction. The global spread of science
and rechnology will continue to proliferate the means of making such
weapons, either nuclear ones or new biological and chemical weap-
ons. Using such weapons, a reckless government or terrorist organiza-
tion could inflict immense damage on Russia, the United States, and
other countries. The prospects for averting disasters will be far better
if Moscow and Washington can effectively coordinate all their politi-
cal and military resources to cope with this threat. If their cooperation
remains confined to common diplomatic efforts and export controls,
as was the case in the past. we must expect some serious failures of the
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efforts to control proliferation. Among measures that might be taken
are coordination in detecting the development and production of
weapons of mass destruction and delivery vehicles: the establishment
of a common information network for early warning on possible use
of weapons of mass destruction: and discussions on how to respond
to the use of such weapons. Of course. preventing further prolifera-
tion, if this were possible, would be better than managing and con-
taining it after it has occurred.

Under the international conditions that seem likely to prevail in
the near future, most. if not all, of the industrial countries thar sup-
port major military establishments will share some important security
interests. For the industrialized democracies. the dominant securicy
interest will be the efficient defense of their home territory. The ques-
tion remains, though. whether some other powerful state may at-
tempt to expand its jurisdiction by military means. Yet no major
power can launch military attacks on other countries without pro-
voking offsetting reactions, first in the region in which the attack
took place, and eventually among an opposing worldwide coalition.

The core interest in territorial security shared by all countries
imposes different burdens on the major countries with regard to
eround force operations. The United States, and to a lesser extent
Britain and Japan. are isolated from serious threat of ground attack.
France and Germany are embedded in the relatively well developed
regional security arrangements for western Europe. Bur Russia and
China are more exposed in both respects. With respect to weapons of
mass destruction (and potentially to long-range. highly precise con-
ventional munitions). however, all the major countries are similarly
exposed, with little prospect of being able adequartely to shield them-
selves unilaterally by technical means. The proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, therefore, is a threar that can affect all countries.

After the lengthy exploration of the common and divergent na-
tional security interests. all members and consultants of this project
concluded that. unlike in previous years, the common interests now
definitely prevail. This change makes it possible to develop a genuine
strategic partnership benefiting the security of both countries.



Harmonizing
U.S. and Russian
Nuclear Strategies

The endeavor to harmonize the evolution of defense policies berween
the United States and Russia must focus on the essentials. To this end,
the most important aspects of defense policy are those dealing with
nuclear weapons, nuclear strategy, and doctrine, and operational pro-
cedures and maintenance practices for nuclear delivery systems. For it
is through their intercontinental nuclear systems that Russia and the
United States are still militarily engaged and—in the most awesome
meaning of the phrase—still continuing to threaten each other’s exist-
ence.

The Cold War Legacy

Despite the end of the cold war, a residual nuclear confrontation per-
sists. Even after the agreed, large cuts in strategic arms will have been
implemented (reducing deployed warheads by 70 to 80 percent). the
United Srates and Russia will still be physically capable of destroying

each other in a single, cataclysmic act.

Without a determined effort to escape both the concepts and
the marerial legacy of the cold war strategy, realization of a U.S.-Rus-
sian military partnership would be frustrated by a deadly paradox:
Our two nations would continue to maintain large nuclear forces de-
signed for use against each other because we would both fear that
some future political conflict might turn into a new nuclear confron-
tation. Yet our two narions would want to stay militarily prepared for
such a new confrontation because we both maintained large nuclear

23
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forces designed for use against each other. Certainly, if the United
States and Russia did not already possess tens of thousands of nuclear
weapons and thousands of missiles, they would not build such mas-
sive forces today. As far as they are concerned. safety should begin dis-
placing deterrence as the first priority.

The abolition of nuclear weapons is not a realistic option today,
and cerrainly not in the coming decades. But a fundamental
reorientation and restructuring of the remaining nuclear forces. /sa
realistic and important objective for the U.S.-Russian partnership.
The nuclear relationship between France and Great Britain illustrates
that two neighboring nuclear powers with forces of roughly equal
size, each technically capable of torally destroying the other nation,
can coexist without engendering fears of surprise attack or creating
any sense of confrontation. One should not overlook the fact. how-
ever, thar Britain and France are nuclear allies because of a common,
and stronger, military opponent (in the past and theoretically in the
future). If other nuclear states and large external military threats sud-
denly disappeared (or became much inferior to the potential of Brit-
ain and France), the two countries would reduce and make inactive
their nuclear forces lest they begin to develop suspicions about how
they are targeted. (An alternative would be complete integration and
joint targeting, but this again implies common enemies.)

Considerable work still needs to be done by experts on nuclear
forces and by strategists in both countries to develop specific measures
for transforming the U.S.-Russian nuclear relationship. The following
points cover some of the principal topics for such a program of work.

Managing a Transition during Which Two Contradictory
Strategies Must Coexist

We need to recognize that the nuclear strategy that inspired the Anui-
Ballistic Missile Treaty and START 1 and 1I will not fit together with
a strategy that would best serve the genuine partnership envisioned
here. These arms control agreements were designed to strengthen the
bilateral cold war deterrence of a massive, deliberare “first strike” (in-
tended to disarm the other side). Yer it will be infeasible to break
away quickly from the cold war relationship of mutual deterrence.
The strategic transition will have to manage dangerous contradictions
by developing new approaches that can lead to a genuine nuclear
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partnership withour creating fears of undermining the cold war “sta-
bility” of murual deterrence.

A key objective of START I, for example, is the elimination of
MIRVed ICBMs (multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle
on intercontinental ballistic missiles). Yet this objective is of great im-
portance only in a cold war context.' To be sure, the elimination of
MIRVed missiles is a good thing in our new era as well. Bur if influ-
ential experts continued to take these cold war calculations about
“first strike stability” seriously, they might mistakenly come to pro-
mote measures to improve such stability by: (1) slowing down the
implementation of START; (2) building new offensive forces to take
full advantage of START limits; or, most dangerously, (3) keeping
forces on a hair-trigger alert.

Suggestions were offered in 1992, both by U.S. and Russian offi-
cials, for overcoming the confrontational nature of the two nuclear
forces by deactivating missiles, taking bombers off alert, and changing
targeting plans. To some degree such measures have been imple-
mented. They can be supplemented by still deeper downloading of re-
sidual forces, taking a large part of them off alert by storing warheads
separately from missiles and bombers, lowering submarine patrol
rates, establishing permanent, murual on-site monitoring of storages,
strategic bases, command centers, and early warning facilities. Eventu-
ally the United States and Russia might reduce to a few hundred
combar-ready warheads on several submarines on patrol, and to some
number of mobile or silo-based ICBMs. While the two powers would
retain a considerable, strictly controlled reserve uploading capabilicy
(up to several thousand warheads), their strategic capabilities would
become broadly interdependent. The nuclear “barrier,” which today
still overshadows the U.S.-Russian relationship, would be progres-
sively removed. Further analysis by U.S. and Russian experts and bi-
lateral discussions are urgently needed to refine these ideas.

" According co the theory about MIRVs (developed by U.S. experts, bur subsequently adopred
by Soviet experts as well), given two opponents that have roughly the same number of warheads,
a “first strike™ is more tempring if the enemy’s warheads are clustered in MIRVed missile. For
such a situation, abstracr calculations show that a small fraction of the aggressor’s forces can
destroy a large fraction of the victim's forces. Now chat U.S. and Soviet nuclear armed forces
are no longer facing each otherin the center of Europe, it is impossible to imagine a crisis where
a razional calculation abour MIRVs would support the decision to strike first. One can imagine
all sorts of irrational decisions and mistakes that could lead to a first strike, but those would
scarcely depend on the ratio of MIRVed to single RV missiles.
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Solutions must be found to several problems: How could such
changes be verified? What protection could be provided against one
side realerting its forces (perhaps because of a threat from a third
power)? How could the deactivation of SSBNs be verified withour
making them more vulnerable? Should ASW (antisubmarine warfare)
activities be restricted? What should be done abour the remaining
shorter-range nuclear forces (tacrical or “theater”)? How important are
further reducrtions (beyond START II) in the number of nuclear
weapons? What methods are to be used to analyze the evolving strate-
gic balance?

The Risks of a “First Use” Strategy

The United States’ nuclear strategy from the late 1940s to the mid-
1980s relied in part on the deterrent of chreatening to use nuclear
weapons against an overwhelming Warsaw Pact atrack, even if that at-
tack were conducted with conventional weapons only. Even though
this “first use” policy became increasingly controversial among U.S.
experts, NATO allies strongly resisted changing it. It was modified
only twice: with the “flexible response” strategy from 1961 to 1967,
and the “last resort” modification in 1990. Even today, “first use” (as
a “last resort”) is still official NATO strategy, although it has lost its
original, and only. purpose of deterring a conventional Warsaw Pact
attack.

Declaratory Soviet policy has been to seek an agreement against
“first use,” and in 1982 the Soviet government unilaterally declared it
would nor use nuclear weapons first. More recently, military experts
in Russia have advocated that Russia should now rely on the rhreart of
“first use” to help defend itself, especially as long as economic difficul-
ties impair its conventional capabilities. On November 3. 1993, Rus-
sian defense minister Gen. Pavel Grachev held a press conference on
the new Russian defense doctrine. According to the new doctrine. he
said, nuclear weapons would not be used against nonnuclear states
that have signed the Nonproliferation Treaty—unless they were oper-
ating in alliance with nuclear states. But the doctrine said nothing.
General Grachev noted, about nonuse of nuclear weapons against
states with nuclear weapons. U.S. secretary of state Warren Christo-

pher pointed out that this Russian position appeared to be “not very
different” from the NATO doctrine.
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[t is true, of course, that any nuclear power being invaded and
facing rotal defeat would probably resort to “first use” at some point.
Such a prospect may help deter aggression. In any event. purely de-
clararory policies can be meaningless or even misleading, Whar mat-
ters are the preparations for “first use” in terms of forces, operarional
plans, and military exercises. What would be dangerous and harmful
for the future is a more ambitious version of “first use” policy that
would require parity with, if not some superiority over, the antici-
pated adversary, or coalition of adversaries, in every aspect of nuclear
strength.

During the first part of the cold war the United States followed
this more ambitious “first use” policy. To give the “first use” threat a
certain credibilicy, U.S. defense planners not only promoted better
“tactical " nuclear torces than those of the Warsaw Pact but also sought
to prevent even a theoretical inferiority in “strategic” forces. Indeed,
the initial U.S. idea was that NATO could best deter a Warsaw Pact
attack if it possessed superior tactical and strategic forces.

These concrete problems of a “first use” policy need to be dis-
cussed berween U.S. and Russian defense experts if we are to avoid
stumbling into a new nuclear competition. Such a new competition
could be provoked by military preparations against a third country—
preparations that included a new buildup in nuclear forces to achieve
a “credible” first use posture against that country.

To avert such a deployment, Russia and the United States, in
cooperation with other powers, should now seek to reinforce the rule
that nuclear weapons must never be used first, save as the very last
resort in the extreme situation of an assault on the nation’s heartland.
The more a reckless. nuclear-armed regime must expect a devastating
worldwide response should it start to use nuclear weapons, the better
the prospects for preventing the worst consequences of nuclear
proliferation.

The Role of Air and Missile Defenses

One compelling reason for viewing nuclear proliferation with concern
is that weapons of mass destruction might come to be controlled by a
terrorist or irrationally acting regime. Because deterrence alone would
not be sufficient in such a case, both Russia and the United States are
now interested in developing better defensive capabilities.
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The Clinton administration has decided to continue the pro-
gram started in the Bush administration to pursue oprions for new
ground- or sea-based defenses against short-range missiles in order to
protect U.S. forces or allies in a regional war. Air defense of the na-
tional territory, however, remains weak to nonexistent both in Russia
and the United States—in Russia mainly because the breakup of the
Soviet Union placed important facilities outside its territory: in the
United States mainly because of a lack of investment in territorial air
defense from the mid-1960s until now.

It makes sense to explore in common the interests of the United
States and Russia in the possible development of, and cooperation on,
future air and missile defenses and associated warning systems. Pre-
liminary official discussions have already been held in 1992. and in
September 1993 it was agreed to hold further discussions. Such coop-
eration, to be meaningful in the long term. will have to include ar-
rangements for space systems.

In the longer term. having achieved a new strategic relationship.
both Moscow and Washington will want to review the whole issue of
tactical and strategic defenses. At the present time, both the Russian
government and the U.S. government (the Clinton administrarion as
well as a majority in Congress) want to maintain the Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty. The Russian government regards the treaty as a
restraint on U.S. space-based defenses and military space capabilities
that Russia would find difficult to match in this decade. The level of
strategic ballistic missile defenses is regarded as a key factor in the
overall strategic environment. The U.S. government favors maintain-
ing the treaty because (1) it helps constrain political and industrial
pressures for expensive space-based missile defenses. and (2) it avoids
the creation of new tension with Moscow.

In parallel with U.S.-Russian progress toward a new bilateral
strategic relationship. the two governments should hold talks—first.
perhaps exploratory, then, to negotiate an agreement—for a long-
term, common approach to the ABM Treary. Three objectives for
such changes to the treaty might be:

1. First, to remove impediments to the development and deploy-
ment of defensive systems that could make an extensive deactiva-
tion (or de-alerting) of missile forces a safe and reliable option
for the United States and Russia. Limited defenses could provide
a cushion of security in the event that large parts of the missile
forces are deacrivated. A protocol to the ABM Treaty could be
negotiated to permit cooperation in developing limited ballistic
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missile defenses. Russia and the United States should examine
the prospects of creating a joint early warning system with an in-
tegrated early warning center. Experts could also share their ex-
perience on protecting electronic warfare systems from false
alarms.

2. Another objective in negotiating changes to the treaty (or its
agreed interpretations) would be to make it easier to develop and
deploy missile defenses to protect military forces and certain ar-
eas in order to counter new threats from the proliferation of mis-
sile capabilities. Russia and the United States. possibly with the
participation of third countries, should cooperate in providing
joint theater/tactical ballistic missile defense. Later on. combined
U.S.-Russian theater ballistic missile defense units could be set up.

3. A third objective for the United Srates and Russia in agreeing to
change the ABM Treaty (or its interpretations) might concern
offensive space capabilities. Both countries might wish to reas-
sure each other that their evolving space capabilities will not pose
a threart to each other. To this end, an agreement might be
reached on limiting antisatellite capabilities (ASAT) that would
be directed against the other; exchanging data on space activities
and the relevant plans of the two countries; inspecting space ve-
hicles at assembly and launch facilities to check compliance with
their bilateral agreement; and sharing more information on haz-
ardous or faulty spacecraft.

The U.S.-Russian Dialogue on Nuclear Arms

The radically changed U.S.-Russian relationship requires an enrirely
new type of dialogue on nuclear strategic issues. The main elements
of such a dialogue could include:

1. Developing joint criteria and methods of analysis of strategic
“stability.” These criteria should stress the risk of accidental. or
irrational, uses of nuclear weapons and focus on conceprs of stra-
tegic stability that are not based on a confrontational relation-
ship berween large forces poised for “retaliation.”

2. Conducting joint threat analyses and contingency planning to
deal with crises arising from nuclear and missile rechnology pro-
liferation.
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3. Developing joint recommendations as to the structure and com-
position of future stracegic offensive arms.

4. Sharing experience and carrying out joint projects to work out
operational and organizational and technical measures to mini-
mize the risk of unauthorized use of nuclear weapons and to in-
crease nuclear securiry.

5. Initiating additional joint monitoring measures to assure compli-
ance with agreements on dismanding and deactivarion.

6. Identifying methods to neutralize perceived threars as individual
units of strategic forces change their readiness status, and hold-
ing joint training exercises relevant to such measures.

~l

Crearting a joint early warning (global monitoring) system to de-
tect third-country missile atrack (launches). and holding joint
command and staff exercises. A missile early warning center
could monitor proliferation of missile technology, to include
testing, deployment, and use of missile systems. Such a joint cen-
ter could also activate tactical ballistic missile defense systems.

8. Developing ways and means to protect the special computer
software for processing data on the operational use of weapons;
these could provide warning of missile atrack.

9.  Simulating joint actions in contingencies where a third country
is using weapons of mass destruction: exploring ways to build up
joint tactical ballistic missile defense forces; and engaging in
joint testing of theater missile defense systems to this end.

10. Conducting joint research into (a) methods of holding
computerized staff games and exercises. and (b) the special
software required. Joint exercises could help prepare the
U.S.-Russian partnership for a coordinated response to a single
launching of a nuclear missile (or even a larger nuclear artack) by
another counrry.

QOther Nuclear Powers

Discussions will need to be held with the other three major nuclear
powers on their position toward the evolving U.S.-Russian nuclear re-
lationship and on “minimum deployment levels” for strategic offen-
sive arms. The position of China might create difficulties in such
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talks. The United States. of course, has many opportunities to consult
with France and Grear Britain about nuclear macters ar cthe North At-
lantic Council and elsewhere.

Moscow and Washington will need coordinarted policies to
ensure that Ukraine promptly ratifies the START I Treary, and rhat
Ukraine and Kazakhstan join the Nonproliferation Treary as
nonnuclear-weapons states.

In addition, it would seem worthwhile to undertake a furcher
explorarion of joint security guarantees that could be meaningful to
nations that have given up nuclear weapons. Such guarantees might
include formal renunciation of use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons against such countries, and timely cripartice or bilaceral
consultations in the event of national security emergencies. Russia
mighrt also decide to offer its protective nuclear "umbrella” to
Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus against a nuclear attack. A scronger
U.S. or Russian commitment, however, to help protect the
inviolability of borders ot countries thar are not allies does not seem
likely ac chis time.



Harmonizing the
Overall Defense Postures

The evolving defense policies of the United States and Russia should
not only bring about a transformation of the nuclear relationship but
also lead toward a harmonization of the policies and doctrines for
conventional, or nonnuclear, forces (see the discussion in the section
below). Furthermore. the two military establishments must, between
them, seek to reduce their imagined needs for. and habits of. secrecy;
these issues of bilateral transparency and problems of new military
technologies, especially those designed for outer space, are discussed
in the second section below. Multilateral peace operations will present
new opportunities for cooperation; these are discussed in the third
and final section of this chapter.

Nonnuclear Forces

Both the United States and Russia face the problem of cutting their
conventional forces; the problem is unusually severe for Russia, which
is creating virtually new armed forces in a dramarically altered
geostrategic, political, and socioeconomic environment. To fit within
plausibly available resources, Russian conventional forces must be
drastically and rapidly reduced, which in turn calls for more resources
for conversion, civilian housing, and so forth. At the same time the
Russian forces must be relocated and reconfigured for an entirely dif-
ferent set of requirements. Before they are thus reformed, however,
much first has to be salvaged.
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It is in the interests of the United Srates and of the international
community generally to relieve some of these burdens imposed on
Russian defense planners, to the extent feasible. The most effective
means of doing so in the short term would be to continue, and per-
haps expand, the assistance for relocating conventional forces ourt of
eastern Europe and the former Soviet republics—mainly by providing
housing and alternative employment training for some 300.000 mili-
tary officers whose positions will have to be eliminated in the course
of force reductions. In the longer term, full use should be made of
CFE and other understandings throughout Europe and Asia regard-
ing the size, concentration, and rate of movement of conventional
units. Common standards could perhaps be developed to keep the
relevant forces in a defensive posture (without subscribing to some of
the extreme versions of “defensive defense”). If a pattern of murual re-
assurance in this regard is established, it might marterially relieve the
Russian defense burden. (In previous discussions of such measures,
difficulties arose abour offering reciprocity in the exchange of dara, es-
pecially for the United States, given its deployments in different re-
gions of the world.

This approach could be augmented by formulating and imple-
menting measures to make the power-projection capabilities of Russia
and the United States murually nonprovocative, and even mutually
supportive (e.g.. for peace-enforcement operations). In this context.
some Russian defense experts want to constrain long-range. conven-
tional precision-guided weapons and ban the development of de-
pressed-trajectory warheads and fast-flying cruise missiles. The U.S.
defense communirty tends to be more skeptical about such restric-
tions. Perhaps, for the longer term, it might be possible to limit only
those new long-range capabilities that would be truly threatening in
the bilateral U.S.-Russian context, while other systems that would be
used to deter or to defend against an atrack on either power (or on
one of its allies) would not need to be constrained.

To further murtual reassurance, military-to-military contacts can
be dramatically expanded. Such contacts form an important motor
for strategic parmership building. Recent experience shows that some
institutional framework is necded to develop a comprehensive con-
cept of these contacts and then to promote, oversee. and sustain
them. A bilateral commission formed by the Russian Ministry of De-
fense and the U.S. Deparument of Defense, meeting regularly to ex-
amine and solve the problems, would make cooperation between the
two defense establishments more meaningful and productive. In addi-
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tion, a blue-ribbon commission, supported by the two governments,
should be formed to report annually to the heads of state and the leg-
islatures; and the two legislatures could hold joint hearings on the
evolving strategic relationship.

Preparation for cooperative multinational operations appears to
be one of the more promising areas of interaction. The decision
reached in Seprember 1993 to conduct joint peacekeeping exercises
with the U.S. Third Infantry Division and the Russian Twenry-
seventh Mortorized Rifle Division is encouraging. Potential
peacekeeping and peace-enforcing missions would be the most
compelling context for joint training and exercising, but
counternarcotics and counterterrorist operations also offer an
occasion for useful cooperation.

Through close cooperation, the world’s two leading military es-
tablishments—with their dominant capabilities for space-based com-
munications and intelligence, airlift, fighter aircraft, air defense
missiles, armored vehicles, and other areas of strength—can carry out,
or support, international peacekeeping operations. The deterrent ef-
fect of such cooperation, particularly when contrasted with earlier
competition that was easily exploited by third parties, should not be
underestimated.

Although Russia no longer aspires to naval parity with the
Unired States, it has yet to define the scope of naval activities it deems
necessary to secure its national interests. As both nations proceed to
reduce their naval strength, they should be careful not to encourage
other countries {particularly those with unpredictable regimes) to fill
the vacuum. Meanwhile. the two navies could start practicing disen-
gagement, drastically limiting regular activities near each other’s home
waters. Confidence-building measures at sea should not be limited ro
strategic components of sea power. Proliferation of short- and
medium-range sea-launched cruise missiles should also be addressed.
Joint training for peacekeeping could also include naval units,

Conventional arms exports ought to come under parricular scru-
tiny by both governments lest differences create tension in the bilat-
eral relationship. A truly cooperative approach is likely to be difficult
because of the intense competition for arms exports. But it should be
possible to agree on some basic ground rules and, in particular, jointly
to identify (a) types of armaments that must not be exported and (b)
specific countries that must not be allowed to import given categories
of armaments. The current Missile Technology Control Regime

(MTCR) should be strengthened and expanded to caprure shorter-
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range and some surface-to-air missiles in order to prevent their subse-
quent upgrading. Russia should join the MTCR as a full participant.
In a more mature partnership the two countries could conduct joint
development projects for military purposes and agree to purchase cer-
tain armaments and components from each other. The current discus-
sions on space cooperation will provide some experience and
precedent to this end.

Bilateral Transparency and Issues of New Technologies

To reduce military secrecy berween Russia and the United States, it is
essential that the accountability and transparency of the military es-
rablishments be increased domestically, within and among the organs
of each government. That is to say, military secrecy must not prevent
a review of defense programs and strategies by proper political and
military authorities. Devising, implementing, and maintaining open
procedures for derailed parliamentary and public discussion and
adoption of defense budgets are of critical importance.

Conflicts between “legitimate” national security secrets and the
need for bilateral transparency are to be expected. Bur in the right
political context ways can be devised to manage them. As long as the
security partnership is more proclaimed than practiced, however,
these conflicts will be exacerbated by bureaucratic habits and
lingering suspicions.

Secrecy will likely play a role for new weapons technology. On
the one hand, the intent may be to shield the new technology from
third parties or to prevent undesirable spillover in the context of in-
dustrial competition, bur the effect might be to introduce an element
of tension into the bilateral relationship. On the other hand. abolish-
ing the remaining COCOM (Coordinating Committee for Multilat-
eral Export Controls) restrictions on export of information
technology to Russia can greatly bolster Russias confidence.

Secrecy to protect sources and methods of intelligence should
become less important in a genuinely open environment. Moreover,
there is a strong case for intelligence cooperation in such fields as
preventing nuclear and missile proliferation, conflict prevention and
crisis management. combating terrorism and drug rrafficking. and
peacekeeping/peace-enforcing operations.
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The U.S. Defense Department and the Russian Ministry of
Defense should consider setting up a joint commission to help reduce
bilateral secrecy. Such a commission might be rasked with providing
biannual recommendations to lift secrecy in cerrain specific areas. The
process might start, for example, with milirary data from the early
conflicts of the cold war and with data on weapons capabilities, force
sizes, and operational plans from earlier periods. For certain categories
secrecy would still have to be maintained roward third countries; for
example, if it were decided to exchange the designs of the very first
nuclear weapons. For the longer term, such a “transparency
commission” ought to review periodically the justifications for
remaining areas of secrecy and each sides” concerns abour secrecy.

The arms control agreements reached since the mid-1980s
helped to increase transparency regarding the deployment, as well as
some other aspects. of nuclear forces (and certain conventional
forces). These agreements also served to establish procedures for
rather extensive on-site verification. Further, the data exchanges man-
dated by these agreements encouraged the useful practice in Moscow
of publicly releasing official and rather detailed data on military
forces. To reduce bilateral secrecy in the future, more flexible arrange-
ments will be needed—ones that can broaden the strategic relation-
ship beyond the rather rigidly circumscribed forms of access provided
by the formal arms agreements of the 1980s.

Problems of new military technology are bound to raise issues of
secrecy. Future developments of science and technology in the civilian
sectors of industrialized nations can. and probably will. create signifi-
cant opportunities for creating new instruments of warfare. The
march of science and technology is likely to create an “overhang” of
potential military applications that could be exploited by many differ-
ent countries in an atcempt to give their armed forces an advantage.
This development can become a source of instability in many regions
and could also engender new forms of military competition berween
the United States and Russia (going well beyond recent Russian con-
cerns about “stealth” technology and space-to-earth weapons, or re-
cent U.S. concerns abour offensive laser weapons and ASAT
capabilities).

To forestall adverse military consequences from developments in
science and technology and, in particular, to protect the U.S.-Russian
military partnership from such consequences, the two countries need
to create a new cooperative mechanism to jointly evaluare and
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manage the emerging potential for new weaponry. Also, the United
States and Russia will be in a much better position ro cope with these
coming problems if they can free themselves from the cold war
mutual deterrence relationship. The implications of new “tactical”
and “strategic” systems and new offensive and defensive systems
would be impossible to sort our constructively berween Russia and
the United Stares if they still relied on “stabilizing” their milirary
relationship by preserving the threar of prompr and massive nuclear
retaliation.

The nonmilitary applications of space technologies, which the
two governments are now discussing, might be helpful in efforts ro
launch a broader approach for separating military and nonmilirary
applications of new technology.

Multilateral Peace Operations

Mulrilateral peace operations (including traditional peacekeeping.
protective peacekeeping, and humanirarian operations) stand our as
one of the more promising areas of U.S.-Russian military coopera-
tion. Such operations provide an opportunity to bind all components
of the securiry relationship rogether, ranging from strategic planning
to logistics.

Efforts ro resolve crises of mostly internal origin. which have a
direct bearing on international peace and security. require a new con-
ceptual framework. Fundamental o this framework should be accep-
tance of the right of the international community to intervene, under
certain circumstances and on specified conditions, in the internal af-
fairs of sovereign states.

Obviously, the overriding aim would be conflict prevention and
the resolution or containment of crises before they lead to military ac-
tion. Failing that, substantial military input is essential at various
stages, ranging from carly warning (monitoring and analysis within
an integrated information network). to enforcing sanctions and pre-
ventive deployment of forces. to sending in troops to keep. or restore,
the peace.

Proper training is of critical importance to the success of
peacekeeping missions. The existing military educational institutions
in both Russia and the United States should offer (preferably
coordinarted) courses for senior, middle-level and junior officers and
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noncommissioned officers. The North Adantic Cooperation Council
(NACC) can bring together officers and civilian officials from its
member countries. To this end, the NACC partners could think of
establishing a staff college; they may also see the need to set up an
institute for security studies to provide themselves with a sound
applied research base.

Joint exercises can serve to promote a degree of communication
(technical and linguistic) that would ensure interoperability, and some
standardization in equipment that would make it possible to keep
costs down. Nort only armies and air forces, but also navies of the two
countries should be gradually involved in preparing for and exercising
common peacekeeping and peace-enforcing operations.

The problem of command and control of peace operations calls
for a creative solution. The mandate would normally come from the
United Nations, with the Security Council exercising general guid-
ance. Politico-military details might be taken up by an NACC coun-
cil in permanent session (built on the present ambassadors-level
group) and committees under it. The troops would probably be
placed under separate U.S. and Russian military command or a joint
U.S.-Russian command. in coordination with the UN Securiry
Council.



The Need for
New Security Concepts

Military planners both in Moscow and in Washington have begun to
rethink strategy and doctrines to take account of the recent
transformation of the global order. For obvious reasons. the issues on
which this rechinking is focused differ between the two countries. In
both countries, to be sure, the attention and resources devoted to a
large conventional war in Europe have become things of the past. For
U.S. planners this change offers an opportunity to accommodate
large cucs in the defense budget while maintaining (and in a limited
fashion renewing) capabilities to project military power art a distance
for “regional” conflicts (i.e., anticipating smaller powers as
adversaries). By contrast. Russian planners need to cope with a huge
redeployment of forces from eastern Europe and the former Soviet
republics ar a time of great economic stress.

A guiding principle for new security concepts in both countries
should be to capitalize on the advantages of the present geopolitical
situation and to prevent the emergence of highly dangerous develop-
ments. Neither side should unnecessarily provoke the other (e.g.. by a
dense concentrarion of forces or a buildup of strike capabilities that
would cause perceptions of vulnerability, or expanding alliances, etc.).
By eliminating even a hypothetical chance of a military confrontation
berween Russia and NATO allies in Europe, a new strategic era will
have surely begun.

Both sides have rethought the role of tactical nuclear weapons
pursuant to President George Bush’s initiative of September 1991 to
achieve a large-scale withdrawal of these weapons. It appears that, for
U.S. milicary planncrs, this special category of nuclear weapons desig-
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nated as “tactical” has become a thing of a bygone era (although low-
yield, shorter-range nuclear systems may, of course, remain in the
overall nuclear arsenal).

Planners on both sides have stated that nuclear proliferation has
become a growing security concern. But so far the remedies envisaged
are the same as those applied during the cold war: controls on tech-
nology exports, support for the Nonproliferation Treaty, and diplo-
macy. Today, cooperation on a greater scale has become possible—and
more urgent. U.S. and Russian policymakers have recently agreed to
tighten controls on the export of nuclear and missile technologies.
Now they should seek to strengthen international controls on fission-
able materials and improve their safckeeping. But in themselves such
measures are not enough. Because nuclear capabilities are likely to
spread despite the best efforts of technology control, further steps
must be taken.

If the world should someday be confronted with a crisis when a
reckless or terrorist regime actually decided to use a nuclear weapon,
the United States and Russia will need to be prepared to respond
promptly in a well-coordinated fashion. At that point, U.S.-Russian
military cooperation would be essential to forestall even greater catas-
trophes. Given the extreme rapidity with which further untoward de-
velopments could occur, and the atmosphere of swiftly expanding
dangers that would then prevail, joint intellectual and conceprual
planning is essential. Indeed, widespread knowledge that preparation
of this kind had occurred could help to prevent such events in the
first place.

The adjustments in strategy that U.S. and Russian planners have
made since the end of the cold war are substantial and seem to have
moved in the right direction. Without denigrating these adjustments,
however, it seems fair to note that they have not yet benefited from
the kind of intellectual rigor or innovativeness that were applied
thirty or forty years ago to shape the original cold war strategy and
that prevented a full-scale global war. It is the main chrust of chis re-
port that such an intellectual effort is again required and chat it
should, to a large extent, become a joint undertaking of U.S. and
Russian experts. Bur this effort will have to compete not only with
other, seemingly more urgent, problems bur also with various crises
preoccupying defense planners on both sides. To imparr the necessary
momentum to the U.S.-Russian effort, some formal deadlines and
milestones will help. Specifically, the U.S. Department of Defense
and the Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation should:
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* Build on the ongoing policy planning meetings between them to
establish a formal U.S.-Russian Joint Planning Staff that will in-
clude civilian officials and military officers from each side and
meet at least twice a year. Both governments might wish to
broaden this group to include participants from other govern-
ment agencies (e.g., the State Department, Foreign Ministry).
Joint working groups could regularly discuss the evolving mili-
tary doctrines. These working groups could prepare recommen-
dations for improving the harmonization of the defense policies
of both countries.

In addition. it might be helpful for

* the Russian minister of defense and the U.S. secretary of defense
to task a drafting group with preparing an annual report on the
current and forthcoming activities of the U.S.-Russian partner-
ship, such as joinr training exercises, peacekeeping acrivities,
joint assessments of security issues, and other appropriate topics.
In a sense, such a joint publication could be seen as the replace-
ment of the respective cold war publications, Sovier Military
Power, formerly issued by the Pentagon, and Whence the Threar ro
World Peace, issued by the Soviet government.

Time is a wasting asset. and an epochal opportunity may be lost
if the harmonization of defense policies does not proceed with a sense
of urgency. If Russia and the United States can gradually achieve a
harmonization of the ends and means of their military establishments,
they will avert some of the worst dangers for the coming decades of
the nuclear age. If this new military partership can be harnessed to
other peacekeeping structures in the world, the two great narions—
destined by geography to have global interests and by history to have
a common interest in promoting democracy and peaceful intercourse
among nations—will have constructed a mighty bulwark for global
peace.
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