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It is an honor to be here today. | appreciate the opportunity to sunmarize the
findings of the U S.-Russian study Dr. Andrei Kortunov and | have co-directed
over the past two years. This study has been conplicated and occasionally
difficult, and it is a great pleasure at long last to have findings worth
presenting. Before describing the study I would like to note for the record
that the United States Institute of Peace sponsored the work with a $42, 000
grant to the National Institute in cooperation with the Mdscow Public Science
Foundation. The views and findings expressed in the study are those of the
Russi an and Anerican authors, and are wholly independent of the U S Institute
of Peace, the National Institute for Public Policy, or Georgetown University,
whi ch was not involved in the study.

The goal of our study was to exami ne a sensitive national security question on
which the United States and Russia have sharply differing perspectives, that
being the future of national mssile defense (NVD) and the ABM Treaty. As we



initiated this study we hoped to drop the Cold War blinders that still seemto
burden nost thinking on the subject and identify a route to mutual accommopdati on
on NVMD and the ABM Treaty.

I would like to outline the basic U S. and Russian interests that need to be
accommodat ed, and sunmarize briefly how this study reached its primry

concl usion that nmutual accommodation should, in principle, be feasible.

First, the U S. interest in NVMD is driven by the threats posed by the
proliferation of mssiles and weapons of nass destruction. A significant nunber
of countries are seeking or have already acquired chemical, biological, and

nucl ear weapons, as well as advanced missile delivery systenms. "Rogue"
proliferant states (e.g., North Korea, Iran, lraqgq, and Libya) seek these
capabilities at least in part to deter and coerce the United States.

The @ul f War taught the m stake of challenging the United States at the
conventional force level. The lesson for rogue mlitary and political |eaders
is that U S. conventional power nust be trunped by the capability to deter and
coerce the United States with weapons of mass destruction and the ability to
deliver those weapons reliably. 1In at |east one case, that of North Korea,
there appears to be a nissile in devel opnent, the Taepo Dong Il, intended to
threaten U S. territory itself. Rogue states thenselves have decl ared that
weapons of nass destruction and nissiles offer themthe potential necessary to
deter and coerce the United States and its allies.

The U. S. answer to this enmerging threat includes ballistic mssile defense. The
Bush and Cinton Adninistrations refocused U.S. missile defense efforts away
fromthe large Soviet and now Russian missile capabilities and toward the
energing and far nore limted mssile threats fromregional powers. The Cinton
Admi ni stration has declared its willingness to pursue linted national mssile
defense (NMD), along with ABM Treaty nodi fication if necessary, when it deens a
new | ong-range threat to be emerging. This position, as stated, is not far
different fromthe expressed Congressional position in favor of an i mediate
decision to deploy a limted NVD in anticipation of |ong-range rogue m ssiles.
As forner Secretary of Defense WIlliam Perry declared: "The only difference

bet ween us and the Congress is an issue of timng. . . . . There's not a

phi |l osophi cal or technical difference between us, it's a matter of judgnment on
the timng of how quickly we have to nove to neet the threat."1

In general, however, Russia opposes U S. NWVD plans and prograns. The doni nant
view in Mdscow clearly is that U S. intentions toward Russia are hostile, and
correspondingly that U S. nissile defense initiatives are not for
counterproliferation purposes. Rather, they are an elenment in a well-
orchestrated plan to underm ne Russian security while Russia is relatively weak.

Russi an officials and anal ysts point to NATO expansion, START |Il, and sone U S.
counterproliferation activities as elenents of this overall "anti-Russian" grand
desi gn.

Many, perhaps nmost in the Russian nmilitary and political establishnment subscribe
to this "pessinistic" view, as it is terned in our study. They concl ude that
even an initially linmted U S NVD wuld be intended to weaken Russia. Once
depl oyed, it would grow inevitably to threaten the Russian strategi c nucl ear
deterrent vis-"-vis the United States. Concern in Myscow over Russia's nucl ear
deterrent is particularly high at this point as the deterioration of Russia's
conventional forces has strengthened the role of nuclear weapons in Russian
mlitary strategy. Therefore, we see strong Russian opposition to U S. NWD
aspirations and support for preservation of the 1972 ABM Treaty severely
[imting NVD

VWhile this "pessimistic" school of thought donminates in Moscow, a nore
"pragmatic" approach to these issues maintains that Russia should pursue nutual
acconmodation with the United States. This nore pragmatic position is not based
on a philanthropic perspective or romanti c expectations of an i mediate U S. -
Russi an strategic partnership. Rather, its starting point is that US. NWDis



i nevitabl e over tine. Pragmatists consider the "worst" future course to be one
wherein an inflexible Russian position on NVD |l eads the United States to

wi thdraw fromthe ABM Treaty and nmove toward NVD without any constraints. In
this context, nutual accommpdation is judged to be a better alternative because
it offers a neans of protecting the basic Russian interest in naintaining its
strategic nuclear retaliatory capability.

Qur study presents a specific proposal for reaching a pragmatic nutual
acconmodati on that safeguards Russia's fundanmental interest in maintaining its
strategic nuclear deterrent, while facilitating the U S. initiative for limted
NVMD. The key to this nmutual accommodation is U S. willingness to conmt in
concrete ways to limting its NVD capabilities, and Russian acceptance of U. S.
l[imted NVD requirements and the potential need to nodify or replace the ABM
Treaty.

There is no necessary inconsistency between linted NVD capabilities and the
preservation of mutual nuclear deterrence. Limted NVD designed to defend

agai nst "a few dozen war heads" (as forner Secretary of Defense Perry stated)
need not undermine the U.S. -Russian strategic deterrence rel ationship even at
strategic offensive force levels below START Il. This conpatibility of linited
NMD with nutual deterrence was outlined in 1969 by Harold Brown, who
subsequently served as President Carter's Secretary of Defense. At a tine when
the two sides had fewer than 1700 strategic missile warheads, 2 about half of the
START Il ceiling, Dr. Brown proposed that the U S. deploy "several hundred"” NWVD
interceptors to deal with "third-country attacks" w thout upsetting the U S.-
Sovi et deterrence bal ance. 3

The mutual accommodation we identify in our study is based on striking this

bal ance between linited NVD capabilities and conti nued nutual deterrence. The
study suggests that such a bal ance coul d be based on a new strategic arns
control framework that integrates offensive and defensive forces. In principle,
an agreenent could specify, for exanple, a single ceiling for offensive and
defensive mssiles, with each side having the prerogative of choosing its

speci fic bal ance between offense and defense, i.e., alimted "freedomto mx."
The goal of this arns control framework would be to ensure that the limtations
on of fensive and defensive forces would conbine to help protect each side's
strategic retaliatory capabilities. Geater leeway for limted NVD, for
exanpl e, would be conpl enented by restrictions on those offensive forces capabl e
of threatening retaliatory forces, i.e., "counterforce systens" such as |arge

M RVed | CBMs. This new of fensi ve-defensive arms control franework woul d
supersede the ABM Treaty-although restrictions on NVMD clearly would remain.

It is inmportant to note here that this proposal is radical in formbut not in
substance. For decades the goal of U S. strategic arms control policy has been
tolimt NVMD and "counterforce" offensive systens so as to help preserve the
survivability of strategic retaliatory forces. In the past, we severely linmted
NMD, but found it very difficult to gain Soviet agreenent to offensive
counterforce limtations. The nmutual accommpdati on suggested here pursues the
sanme objective of protecting retaliatory capabilities, while nmaking room for
[imted NVD

| also would like to note that ny preference, and the preference of each
contributor to this study, is that the United States and Russia nove away from a
strategic deterrence relationship based ultimately on nutual offensive nuclear
threats, i.e., "mutual assured destruction” or MAD. W are not satisfied with
our outline for mutual accommodation that essentially revises MAD only to all ow
for linmted NVD protection against rogue missiles. Nevertheless, it is obvious
that the condition necessary for moving away fromMAD is a | evel of politica
amty that does not yet exist. W are reduced to the hope that the nutual
acconmpdati on we outline can serve as a step toward the political relationship
that ultinmately will allow us to abandon MAD.



In our study we did not attenpt to suggest the specific type of limted NWVD the
United States should pursue or the specific types of limtations to be placed on
ei ther offensive or defensive forces under this new arns control framework. The
i nportant details can be determ ned and negotiated only after the United States
identifies the absolute level of limted NVD it deems necessary to address
existing and anticipated third-party missile threats, and after Russia

determ nes the type of strategic deterrent it requires. These are two key
factors that must be balanced if mutual accommopdation is to be possible and they
woul d drive the specific character of a new arns control regime. The "good
news" here is that both U S. NVD objectives and Russian strategi c nuclear force
goal s appear to be sufficiently limted to allow for nmutual accommodation

| would like to conclude with two final points. First, the study points to a
potential roadblock to nutual accommodation, even if Russia and the United
States are so inclined. That roadblock is ABM Treaty "multilateralization."

The Clinton Adninistration has expressed its comitment to recognize nultiple
new countries in addition to Russia as legitinmate successors to the Treaty.
These additional successor states reportedly are, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine. Qur concern is that any negotiations to revise the Treaty can only be
conplicated, slowed, and perhaps rendered inpossible by the introduction of
nmul ti pl e new agendas and interests.

Finally, | have had the opportunity to read the Senate's S-7, the Nationa

M ssil e Defense Act of 1997, and am encouraged to see that it is entirely
conpatible with the path toward mutual accommodation outlined in our study. In
fact, it confirns the inportant points that: 1) the U.S. NVMD goal is for the
capability to protect against limted nmissile threats-it is not "anti-Russian"
2) the expressed desire in Sec. 6 (a) of S-7 is for a cooperative, negotiated
approach to ABM Treaty revision, not unilateral Treaty wi thdrawal; however, (3)
there is sone prospect for unilateral U S. noverment if a good faith cooperative
approach does not bear fruit. For reasons already discussed, each one of these
points will be inportant if we are to pursue the pragmati c nutual acconmopdati on
presented in our study.

Thank you.

1Remar ks by Secretary of Defense WIlliam Perry at the Regional Conmerce and
Growmt h Association of St. Louis, Mssouri, Septenber 28, 1995; Federal News
Service Transcript, DIALOG File 660, item 00165224,

2Robert Norris and Thomas Cochran, US-USSR/ Russian Strategic O fensive Nucl ear
Forces, 1945-1996 (Washington, D.C.: Natural Resources Defense Council, January
1997), table 10.

3Harol d Brown, "Security through Limtations,
(April 1969), p. 430.
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