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Backgrounae

The U.S.- Russian (Soviet) nuclear arms reduction dialog has always heen
Very impertant ferr the: security. relations hetween them, as well as;for the
stability inr thenweradl It has ther puipese of:

creating channelsiof communication; between the two, governments
and kKeeping them epen;

helping limit thenr nuclear arms bulldups, andi make them| partners i a
great preject to reduce the danger of nuclear wars;

rﬁassurlng the public that semething was: heing done about nuclear
threat

This cooperation and the resulting shared understanding of the: dangers of
nuclear weapons laid a fieundatieon fer the U.S.-Seviet partnership ink building
the nuclear nenpreliferatien regime.

After the end of the Cold War some i the United States started te argue that
pecause Russiarand the United States are not rivals anymaore, the arms
control 1s simply: a Wrong paradign for thelr moederm relatiens and an
outmeded appreach to the' achievement of strategic stability.

Based oni such views the G.W. Bush' administration decided to keep its own
fieedom of actioni in deploying and eperating its nuclear forces rather tham to
retain START and others arms contrel agreements.




As a result, the military: security: system based on treaties and agreements has
peen practically dismantied ever the: past decade: and the bilateral
ULS.-Russian| dialog on amms) control came: tor the Impasse.

[However, Russia and the United! States have not become true allies. Indeed,
eachi deploy teday about 4,000 strategic nuclear warheads wWith more tham
1000 warheads on each side on hair-trigger alert. Thus, nuclear deterrence
continues to be a central part off thelr relatienship:

As leng as this state of mutual nuclear deterrence: exists, It Is Impossible to
consider the relations between Russia and the United States as “normal™.

Currently: US-Russian nuclear relatienship has feur cempenents:

The 1987 Intermediate Nuclear Eorces Tireaty: (INF).
The 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction: Treaty (START).

he 1991-92 reciprocal unilateral Presidential Nuclear Initiatives, (PN1);, that
Were related ter non-strategic nuclear weapons.

The 2002 Mescow: Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT).




e STARIN and SORI ireaties

The Strategic Arms Reduction| Trreaty (START) signed: by the Seviet Unien and the
United Statesiin 1991 limits' stiategic delivery: vehicles and warheads, and reguires
the destruction: ofi mest excess delivery: systems.

Alse, STTART established a comprehensive systen of notifications and Inspections; that
provides te) the boeth sides a detailed picture off eachi ether’s strategic nuclear ferces.

The SORT treaty sets limits on nuclear strategic warheads between 14700 and 2200 by,
2012, But because sides failed to reach agreement on counting rules, reduction
sclhiedule and verifications this treaty: can only e consideredi as a jeint declaration.

The START will expire thisi December and after that the US-Russian strategic
relatienship will ikely exist i a legal vacuum and the lack eff venfication will lead e
Icreasing uncertainty, about each ether's strategic capabilities and intentions.




The recent ULS.-RUSSIan| dISCUSSIONS onl stiategic nuciear
WEZRpRS educhion

Discussions among U.S. and Russian experts; on; the future off START, that hegan
I the heginning| 2007 made clear that nelther Russia nox the United! States wants
to extend the START Tireaty. Mainly because! it Impoeses proklems fior both sides in
thelr efiforts to developr and moedernnmize thelr strategic offensive forces.

Russia wants to deploy’ RS-24-missile as a new! type: off missile: equipped with three
warheads having capability ter penetrate: ballistic missile: defense. But RS-2451s most
likelyra version| of single warhead SS-27 missile. The' STARI contains a Strict
definition ofi the chianges needed to count a new missile as “a new: type®. The
RS-24 likely' does not satisty this definition and therefore can not e depleyed with
a three warheads under this START reguirement.

The United States placed a strong| prierity om converting excess U.S. strategic

delivery: systems; for’ Use as conventional-weapon carnriers. Some: of this plans will
likely collide with START constraints.




Alsol these discussions; have: revealed differences on several core ISSUES.

Russia:

prefers negotiating a new: legally binding treaty: that weuld' reduce
eachi sider’s, nuclear strategic warheads as well asi put imit net enly en
the warheads but en the strategic delivery means toe;

it sSeems to. e ready to go as lew as; 1500 and even 1000 warheads;

nsistedl that the new: treaty’ shouldl count alse these delivery systems
that have been “downloaded™ or converted to a conventional mission.

RUssIa wants e count themi in; erder te: limit the U.S. upload! potential.

I TS view: enly/ suchranragreement Wwould maintain the: preadictability
and therstanility:




The U.S. has:

propesed to conclude: a shoert legally: binding) Tireaty and only: poelitically,
BINdINGl agreement 6 MORIterNg| and transparency. regime;

rejected further weapons limits;and any: ofi the detailed definition; and
counting rules off START;

rejected to put any limits on strategic delivery: means equipped! either oy,
nuclear or hy conventienal warheadss and count conventionaliwarheads
under the Treaty.

Apparently, the U.S. dees net want to include in' the new: treaty provisions
that couldl efiect deployments of conventional warlheads on strategic delivery
means and their poetential depleoyment with conventional warhieads; at sites

that are net listed ini the Treaty.




e U.S: andfRUSSIa's approachitor the: Verficatien

It seems: beth sides wani to retain some. off START menitorng and verification
PrOVISIGNS Under a new: treaty, Whlle: they: want ter make: them, less costly: and
simpler. BUt there are diffierences in the U.S. and Russian: appreaches that will
have to e bridged.

Russia wants to eliminate twos sets of restrictions off STAR.

The first one Is Imposed on itsimoebile ICBMS. These restrictions include: limiis
on the size ol depleyment areas; noetifications aboui exerncises, and special on:
site Inspections after missiles have dispersed: fol exercises,

The second set Is the permanent presence of US| inspectors at the: Vetkinsk
mobile missile production plant to veriiy the number of road mokhile missiles
that RUssia preduces.




The U.S. wants to preserve the START inspection regime, most of the data
Exchange provisions, and the ban on telemetry encryption.

It dees not want te include inithe: treaty’ these: Verfications provisions WhIch
couldlaffect possible depleyment of conventionaliwariieads on allistic
missiles.

But the principal diffierence; is that the U.S. weuld like to have a political
(legally’ nen-binding) agreement te continue as; many: of the: START
Verfication measures as possihle, while Russia insistsionia legally
BINCING| agreement reasening that othernwise seme Verfication
procedures (on-site Inspections) would: be: lllegall under Russia’s
domestic laws.




[DEES I meanI that clirent diffierences, hetween Moscow amnd
\Washingten: Clese: the Way/ te) e itiitierr deeper reductionRs Inr el
RAUGIeaIt arsenalsy

RUssIa ias consistently: expressediinterest infnegotiating a new: treaty: on
further venifiable reduction ofi strategic nuclear arms. In Ais speech on
Octolker 10, 2008 Russian President Dmitriy: Medvedev: stated that Russia
attaches “exceptional impertance: ter concluding a new, legally binding
US-Russian agreement on nuclear disarmament:.

Policy: makers in the United States articulated recently the need for a new
US nuclear policy. President ©bama has expressed the desire to) «Seek
dramatic reductions in U.S. andf Russiani steckpiles ofi nuclear weapons.”

These statements give grounds, to expect that Russia and the' United States
could reach a new agreement on verified and irreversible reductions in Russian
and U.S. nuclear arsenals to levels more consistent with the end of the Cold
Wars

One rational appreach te reselving the current deadleck hetween Mescow: and
Washington weuldibe censent of heth sides te: make seme Concessions.




The area of compromise could be:

The Russiani side sheuld agree with the U.S. approach of counting
Warheads.

Eor Its turn, the U.S. side should acecept the Russian view! that
strategic delivery means remain strategic even I thelr muclear
Warheads are replaced withr conventionall Gnes.

With' these concessions and fellewingl the principle of parity: and equal
Secunity for both parties Russia and the United States could replace the
STARIF and Sert treaties with a new: treaty, that weuld:

Limit deployed strategic warheads te 1200 or even; 1000.

Establish asseciated! limits fier nuclear and conventienall strategic
delivery: means.

Allow eachiside te decide en it's own the correlation hetween number: of
nuclear and conventional warhieads.

Presenve moest ofi the STARTE verification and transparency: measures.

A provision to eliminate excess launchers, missiles and warheads could be alse
negotiated to make reductions irreversible.




Reselving disputeron the Ballistic Vissiler Defiense

Progress; on further reduction off nuclear weapons will depend en finding
solution te) others;issues;as well. Tihe mest Impertant of them Is the
develepment anddeployment by the United States) of the missile defense
System.

In 2002, the Bush Administration withdrew! frem the 1972 U.S.-Seviet/Russia
Treaty on Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Systems., Later ther ULS]
Began| ter depley missile intercepiors ini Alaska and Califernia and intended 1o
0o s In Peland. As Was declared the systens: are directed against poessihle
future threats fiom Noerth Kerea and: lran.

BUt Russia deults that these countries will have the technicall capahility te
launch ani intercontinental hallistic. missile’ attack on the ULS. inthe foreseeahble
future. It suspects that a real purpose of the U.S. BMD: systems — especially.

Off thiese that are going to e depleyed in Poland — Isian| attempt te ehtain a
unilateral strategic advantage over Russia by creating a threat to 1ts deterrent.




Perhaps a compromise on this issue would be pessible i the United States
either reconsider their plans, to: deploy: the European BVID: site or takes
decision net to expand it after year 2013, when interceptor missiles will lhe
deployed in Peland.

During thelr 2008 meeting| i Sechil Russian president Viadimir Putin:has
offiered to the US president George W., Bush ceeperation; en Missile: Defense.
Taking| Inte account the: previeus; histery: of U.S.-Russian attempts te start such
coeperation, teday It Is; unlikely to: expect: that heth countries could nitiate a
joint Woerk In  near: termrm.

But they: couldiinitiate at least a joint U.S.-Russian: elhjective analysis oi the
pallistic: missile threat from third countries and of the need and! effectiveness
off possible alternative responses.




The 1987 Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty

The 1987 IINE Treaty eliminated 1836) Seviet and 859 U.S. land-hased nuclear
missiles with ranges between 500rand 55001 kilemeters.

Recently ther Russian; political and military’ leadership has dropped a hint on
possibility: eff Russia’s, withdrawal firom; the INE Treaty.

President Putinrhas moetivated such pessible decision that it woeuld be: difficult
for Russia 1o remain beund by the Treaty’s ban while Russia’s neighbors; China,
India, Iran;, Pakistan, DPRK and South; Kerea are: develeoping and deploying
medium; and Intermediate-range missiles.” But apparently: suchi theughts in
Moescow wWere triggered by Bush Administration’s withdrawal from the ABV
Treaty and the proposed! deployment off missile interceptors iniPoland.

At the same time It seems that Mescow understands all negative political and
military, conseguences that woeuld fellew: such a step:, In Octeber
20017, President Putin suggested), as an alternative to Russian withdrawall,

converting the bilateral US-Russian' INE treaty inte a glohal treaty.




President Obama has embraced the “goal te expand the ULS.-Russian ban
on Intermediate-range missiles so that the agreement is glehal.”

Therefere there s a hepe: that I the other Russia-Us Issues are reselved
successtully’— especially: therissue: ofi the depleyment ofi U.S. missile defenses in
Eastern Eurepe — then Russia sheuld e willing terstay within the INE Tireaty.




Dealing with the Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons (NSNW)

Anressential part off the U.S. and Russia’s nuclear Weapeon' arsenals; is nen-
Strategic muclear Weapons.

I 1901, Presidents Bush and Gorachev:unilaterally: and reciproecaily.
anneuncedt that they were:

x  removing all nuclear weapons deployed with the U.S. and Seviet land
militany fermations;

s remoyving nuclear weapons from ULS. and Seviet surface ships;

a eliminating a considerable number ofi the withdrawn NSNVA.

The PNIfare not legally binding andl do net include contrel and
Verification measures of the realization of the commitments that were

made.




Establishing a coniroll ever NSNW IS not ani easy: task. One: ofi the principal
difificulty, 1s that It should be contrel net ever delivery means: as; fol strategic
Weapens but oVer nuclear charges. Russia and the United States have ne
EXPENence: ofi direct controll ever nuclear charges:

Nevertheless, nongevernmenial estimates indicate that number of NSNW was
reduced approximately by seven times since 1991.

Russia’s number of NSNW: reduced frrom 21700 in 1991 te about 3000!in 2008.
The U.S. NSNW reduced from 7165 in 1991 to 1200.

Russia has declarediits prncipal readiness e discuss) the Issue: ofi nen-
strategic nuclear weapons, bUut 1 its view: suchi discussions could start only.
after all ceuntries withdraw: their nuclear weapons: to) the national teritory.




Also, Russia’s poesition takes inte account general military strategic
situation, NATO’S incorperation of the East European States and seme: former
Soviet republics; and the correlation of conventionall forces:

The U.S., maintainingl the NATO’s Strategic Concept Which: s emphasizing the
Importance of nuclear weapons fior the Alllance security, still has a few hundred
nuclear hembs depleyed! on fighter-hember aiases; in Belgivum, Germany/,
Italy, the Netherlands, and Turkey. Tjeday, these are the enly nuclear weapons
that any country. has deployed en the soll 6f: another couniry.

I view: of Russian experts; the process of establishing controll over NSNW
woeuld e inivated withrreaching Binding agreement between NATO
and Russia not ter depley: NSNW- i the: Central and East Europe.

The second step would be the ending US —NATO nuclear depleyment inl Europe
WITHEUT reguiring concessions fren Russia.




In fact, the U.S. has gradually been remoeving Its nuclear weapons from
Europe. NATO could agree terremove: all NSNW: from! Eurepe: but te

leave the Infrastructure for their depleyment. Such step could epen a way.
to establishing of confidence building measures over NSNVV.

The third step weuld be aimed! ter creation off an atmosphere of

GpPenness and transparency, fior Instance, anneuncement ofi the number of
INSNW warheads destroyed: and subject to destruction under the 1991
unilaterall imitratives.

With mutual confidence grewing), Russia and the U.S. can' renew: the: jeint
RUSSIan-American science-and-technelegy program for development of
Verfication measures ever nuclear warheads and their destruction With
simultaneous protection of sensitive infermatien. This pregram: could create a
asis for effective verfication of deep reductions and even ultimate elimination
off nuclear warheads, the most essentiall compoRent eff AUCIear Weapons.




Conclusion

The difference exists currently: between Russia and the United
States either on START or on other difficult ISsues, such as
deployment ULS. missile interceptors and radars inf Europe, NATO
expansion anadl NSINVAL

But both countriest must net allow: te stall thelr nuclear arms
reduction dialeg. The prierty In thelr discussions shouldi be given to
Negetiating a new treaty’ on: stirategic arms; reduction With
preserving the principle of parity and egual security for both
Sldes.

Doing so they ' will create conditiens: for reselving ethers, ISSUes as
well' as e maintain continuity, I thelr strategic nuclear relatienship.




Thank you!




