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Russia’s Security Policy
Marcin A. Piotrowski

The orientation and strategic course of Russia’s security policy is without
doubt the most important issue in interactions between the Russian
Federation and all its potential friends, neutral partners and even rivals.
With the necessity of a military response to the terrorist attacks against the
United States on September 11, 2001, questions arise once again regarding
Russia’s intentions toward the United States and the wider Euro-Atlantic
community (i.e., the North Atlantic Treaty Organization; or NATO). This
chapter does not present a full description of President Vladimir Putin’s
security policy for Russia, but rather offers a general framework of under-
standing based on Russian perceptions and approaches. The first part of the
chapter discusses the foundations of Russia’s security policy in the context
of political culture and the vision of priorities as outlined in basic official
documents approved by Putin. It also touches upon such problems as
geostrategic orientation, definitions of security threats and strategic goals,
and tensions within the Russian military due to clashing priorities and the
National Missile Defense (NMD) “Great Game.” It is clear that Russia’s
expectations about its membership in the antiterrorist coalition are affecting
the long-term strategic interests of the United States and many other coun-
tries. 

The second part of the chapter covers why and how Russia is not able
to realize the majority of its traditional geostrategic and security interests
through such instruments as military power. Consequently, Moscow is
determined to use nontraditional, indirect means and tactics connected
with economic strategies. In addition, the chapter assesses the future role
of the Kaliningrad district.

In general, the conclusions are not very optimistic. Ten years after the
fall of the Soviet Union, we are used to there being a thin margin of influ-
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ence over Moscow’s future policy. However, this does not and should not
exclude the West’s ability to modify Russia’s geostrategic and security ori-
entation. The West’s lack of understanding regarding Russian policymak-
ers’ superpower mentality has hampered previous relations with Moscow.
Thus, it is a mistake to work from a policy of double standards and agree-
ment with Russian definitions of terrorist threats and proliferation chal-
lenges without clarification of their meaning and, where applicable, of the
clashing interests behind them. 

FOUNDATIONS OF RUSSIAN SECURITY POLICY

The keys to understanding Moscow’s present security policy lie in Russia’s
historical context and political culture. Psychological factors are also use-
ful.1 For Russians, the basic problem following the disintegration of the
Soviet Union has been the issue of identity; and their identity is tied to
decisions about the geopolitical orientation of post-Soviet state policy.
During the last ten years, we have seen different answers to the question
of the desired identity of the Russian state, nation, and society. However,
it is wrong to analyze such questions only within the framework of a pro-
or anti-Western orientation. Under both former President Boris Yeltsin and
current President Vladimir Putin, the Kremlin has tried to construct a coher-
ent and effective security policy. Results have been more or less in line
with the expectations of different factions in the Russian elite.

Among the options for geostrategic orientation, we can observe three
propositions rooted in three historical schools of thought about Russia and
Russians themselves:2 

• Zapadniki (“Westernizers”) adhere to Russian ideology rooted in the
nineteenth century that gives priority to Russia’s modernization and its
cordial relations with Europe. These ideas were prevalent in the poli-
cy of Andrei Kozyryev, the first Russian Federation foreign minister, as
well as in later programs of the Center for Strategic Studies (headed
by German Gref) and liberal-democratic factions in the Duma (the
Union of Right Forces and Yabloko). According to this school of
thought, Russia’s history differentiates it from European nation-states,
though the possibility of a similar path of development is not ruled
out. Proponents of this viewpoint think that enlightened elites, or even
one person, could Westernize the country, as was the case with Peter
the Great. Contemporary Zapadniki argue that if the West does not
support them, a vengeful “Weimar Russia” could be the result. The
best solution, they feel, would be a form of strategic partnership that
includes such elements as informal parity with other U.N. Security
Council permanent members, droit de regard in relation to NATO or
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G-7 decisions, and deep ties with the European Union—as motivated
by the slogan “Common European Space.” Such a partnership would
also involve cooperation against the Islamic world and China. The
present Zapadniki are sure that the West (especially the United States,
Germany, and France) will see an inherent and natural connection in
an alliance with Moscow and its now-independent neighbors.3

• Vielikorossy (“Great Russians”) base their philosophy on arguments of
the nineteenth-century Russophiles, as well as pan-Slavic ideology.
They believe the main goal of the state is to lay the foundations for
the “Rebirth of the Great Russia.” Modern proponents of this school of
thought include such diverse personalities as famous dissident
Alexandr Solzhenitsyn, foreign affairs experts Sergei Baburin and
Konstantin Zatulin, and the grotesque Vladimir Zhirinovsky (now vice
speaker of the Duma) and his aide Alexei Mitrofanov. They are nation-
alists, stressing Byzantine traditions, the Orthodox Church, and other
idealizations of the imperial past. To them, all ties between Russians,
Ukrainians, and Belarusians pave the way for creation of a common
eastern-Slavic state. They emphasize ethnic issues and the rights of
Russian speakers in other Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
countries. In other geopolitical matters, they support special ties with
Orthodox countries: Armenia, Georgia, Greece, Serbia, and Bulgaria.
There is a strong realpolitik component to this school of thought:
spheres of influence, alliance with Germany, and balance of power.4 

• Yevraziytsy (“Eurasianists”) base their philosophy on the post-
revolutionary emigrant movement developed in the Soviet Union by
Lev Gumilev. They argue that Russia is a separate spatial subject, a real
and mystical Eurasia or a true Heartland. Moscow’s geostrategic inter-
ests are even wider than those of the whole area of the CIS. To them,
the United States is the most expansionistic and hostile power vis-à-
vis Russia. Yevraziytsy believe that there is no real conflict of interest
with Asian powers, so Russia should create a bloc of countries in
Eurasia dissatisfied with American dominance and globalization. They
even argue there are no conflicts between Russia and the Islamic
world, and that there is a possibility of uniting such different partners
as the European Union, Iran, India, and China under strong Russian
influence.5

Interestingly enough, experts from all schools almost uncritically support
Putin’s security and foreign policy. This support resurfaced after the ter-
rorist attacks on the United States in September 2001. Russian politicians
and experts fully supported the Kremlin’s position toward the global
antiterrorist coalition, even when they had expectations of different bene-
fits from cooperation with the United States. On the one hand, we can
interpret this phenomenon as a sign of strong consensus on national secu-
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rity issues among the elites. It suggests compromise among different
schools of thought. It means that Putin’s previous and current proposi-
tions are coherent and are heading in the right direction, at least for Russia
and the Russians. On the other hand, it means that there is still no clear
Kremlin answer to the issue of geopolitical identity. To put it simply, 
the Kremlin has not decided where it belongs in the new international system,
nor has it reconciled former superpower ambitions with long-term domes-
tic structural problems. Indeed, official documents contain many state-
ments espousing a traditional Russian “besieged fortress” mentality and
ambitions that are inconsistent with existing possibilities. 

Another plausible explanation arises if we compare Putin’s documents
with actions undertaken during the last years of Boris Yeltsin’s presidency.
What has changed is a new and clear message: Russia is hardly determined
to carry out its interests and is unsatisfied with Washington’s hegemony.
NATO’s enlargement, alliance action in Yugoslavia, and the U.S. presence
in the southern peripheries of Russia exemplify such hegemony. The
National Security Concept approved by Putin stated two general tenden-
cies in international relations: 1) a positive tendency toward regionalism
and multidimensional integration, and 2) a negative tendency toward the
new system based on Western domination with U.S. leadership. The sec-
tion summing up definitions of an external threat declared: “Threats to the
national security of the Russian Federation in the international sphere are
showing through the attempts to hinder the strengthening of Russia as a
center of influence in the multipolar world, and prevent the implementa-
tion of its national interests and weaken its position in Europe, the Middle
East, the trans-Caucasus, Central Asia, and the Asia-Pacific region.”6

Such a perception of the world is far from the previous written version
of the concept, which stressed “widening the partnership and possibilities
of multiplex integration of Russia within the international community.”7

These two statements not only suggest a more assertive and active
approach, but also Putin’s rejection of a limited role for Russia in world
affairs. 

Putin’s approach becomes even more visible through comparison of the
old and new texts of the Military Doctrine. A document from 1993 stated
that Russia did not recognize any country as its foe, whereas the text from
2000 suggests that many actions will pose not only potential challenges but
also actual threats to Moscow’s security.8 The interpretation of these and
other statements within the framework of the Kremlin’s actions suggests
that this approach is strongly influenced by propositions offered by
Yevgeni Primakov. They may be separated into two groups of strategic
directives, focused on two dimensions of Russian security policy. 

In the first group, directives are focused mostly on the global level of
policy. They are subordinated to the promotion of the multipolar world. As
one scholar put it, because Moscow is unable to restore Soviet potential
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and positions, its weakness has an essentially long-term character. Thus,
Russia should play on the differences and contradictions among the inter-
ests of the emerging poles of world power. This type of strategy would not
allow for a unipolar domination, and Russia would have no formal securi-
ty alliances.9 As we know, this is not only a theoretical recommendation,
but also a practical course for Russia’s actions toward the United States,
European Union, Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) coun-
tries, China, and India.10 In a multipolar world, Moscow’s interests would
be represented in almost all political, diplomatic, and military relations
with the European Union, China, India, and Iran, to say nothing of the rep-
resentation of this goal in contacts with smaller and weaker partners (even
“states of concern”).11 Moscow is trying to describe some of these relations
as a “strategic partnership”; however, it is clear that not all of the partners
prefer this designation. Sometimes it is even a burden for Russia. A good
example of the last case are relations with Iran: the Russians stopped
describing them in terms of a strategic partnership, but they have contin-
ued extensive cooperation in the spheres of security and ballistic and
nuclear issues. What is more, Moscow’s security relations with Tehran,
Beijing, and New Delhi are useful for securing Russian interests in Central
Asia. A similar approach may be observed in Moscow’s relations with the
European Union. An alliance with the European Union is important from
the multipolar point of view, but is also desirable as additional support for
Russian interests in Ukraine and even EU candidate countries.

The second group of directives is aimed toward the promotion of the
Russian equivalent of the Monroe Doctrine in the so-called “near abroad”—
i.e., securing an exclusive zone of influence over the whole area of the
CIS.12 Putin has continued Primakov’s recommendations for preserving
Russia’s strategic, security, and economic interests in the CIS countries. In
this sense, Russia should use the guise of “integration at a different speed.”
This approach is focused on differentiation of bilateral relations in each
case and selective engagement in military and/or economic dimensions.
They may be summarized by three general goals. First, the Russian mili-
tary’s goals presuppose a military presence in client countries, like Belarus,
Armenia, and Tajikistan. All of them guarantee possibilities for a Russian
military extension into eastern Europe, the trans-Caucasus, Central Asia,
and other nearby areas. Second, there is the goal of defending security
interests in countries critical toward Russian policy. These countries are try-
ing to create an alternative axis in GUUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan,
Azerbaijan, and Moldova). All members of the GUUAM group rejected the
CIS Treaty of Collective Defense, and before Putin became president they
had strongly favored cooperation with NATO and the European Union. A
third goal is the creation of a common position for the CIS states toward
armed Islamic extremists in the Russian northern Caucasus and Central
Asian countries. Officially, the Islamic extremist movements are presented
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as a kind of common threat to authoritarian regimes. Moscow is publicly
stressing those movements’ external and international roots (Wahhabis,
Taliban, and Osama bin Laden connections) and is silent on their deep
internal and structural background. None of these goals can be analyzed
outside the context of other Russian interests, such as political and eco-
nomic influences in eastern Europe and the whole region around the
Caspian Sea. In the case of security interests in Georgia and Azerbaijan,
there is also a connection with Russia’s acute internal problems in
Chechnya, Dagestan, and other territories of the unstable northern
Caucasus. 

The formulation of equally important strategic interests at the global and
regional levels has a negative impact on military policy. Even the text of
the new Military Doctrine does not explain what kind of a threat is more
serious for Russia, the hierarchy of threats, and their probability.13

According to Alexei Arbatov, Moscow now has two separate and parallel
military doctrines: the first focusing on strategic nuclear deterrence toward
NATO, particularly the United States, and the second on conventional and
local threats in Russia’s more immediate environs.14 Those two doctrines
would have been congruent with each other in Soviet times, but current
economic constraints make them unsuitable for a contemporary Russian
army. If the Kremlin does not choose between them, there is sure to be
conflict with Russia’s military establishment. Tensions between the two mil-
itary priorities have been evident in a now-famous conflict between then
minister of defense Marshal Igor Sergeyev and the chief of the general staff,
General Anatoliy Kvashnin. Conflict erupted in the summer of 2000, but it
was no secret that they had been antagonists since 1997. Their disagree-
ment was exactly about the interpretation of the doctrine’s statements, its
priorities, and interpretation of the secret document entitled “Concept of
Development of the Armed Forces in Period till 2005”:

• Sergeyev argued that the rebuilding of conventional forces is a long-
term process and that Russia must be confident that it is protected by
a powerful strategic and tactical nuclear umbrella. He and his sup-
porters gave priority to the deterrence of other powers—i.e., the United
States, NATO, and China;

• Kvashnin and younger generals with experience in Chechnya argued
that nuclear deterrence is still important, but there is an urgent need
to rebuild conventional forces. For them, the huge strategic forces
from the Cold War are too expensive and irrational vis-à-vis the
Russian military budget and interests in the CIS’s territory.15

It is interesting that Putin was rather silent about the conflict at the high-
est level of military command and did not decide to remove Sergeyev and
Kvashnin from their posts or clearly support one or the other. The situa-
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tion may improve significantly after the nomination of KGB General Sergei
Ivanov to the post of defense minister. But even now, it is still unclear how
Putin and Ivanov will cope with tensions among strategic ambitions, real
threats, lack of funds, and the dysfunctional structure of the army. For
instance, Putin did not take radical steps toward rationalizing the military
budget. He simply increased the budget without presentation of wider eco-
nomic analyses and introduction of strict supervision of financial decisions
within the Ministry of Defense.16 The essential question here is whether
Putin and Ivanov have an idea of the real changes that will be needed in
overall military policy and structural reform of the army if they embrace an
American-centered policy. Ivanov’s announcements suggest that the
Kremlin is determined to carry out the military reform plan. The new doc-
ument is entitled “Plan for Building and Developing the Armed Forces until
2005,” but its thesis is not very different from those in the previous plans.
However, Ivanov agreed that the army must be prepared to face the new
challenges and tasks. He and Putin have still thought about strong strategic
and naval forces.17 It simply seems impossible for Russia to reform its army
when its military planning still remains within the Cold War paradigm.

Such a situation, including the evident weakness of the army, has impli-
cations for Russia’s position toward the U.S. National Missile Defense
plans. Last year, Kvashnin openly spoke about possible reductions in the
strategic arsenal to the level of 1,500 warheads. He presented his opinion
at the Security Council meeting at the end of July 2000. It received a
sharply negative response from commanders of the Strategic Ballistic
Missile Forces (RVSN).18 When we compare Kvashnin’s proposition with
the evolution of Moscow’s viewpoint concerning problems with the Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and NMD, it seems that Russia had preferred
compromise from the outset. In other words, all bargaining turns on the
price offered by Washington. In the NMD debate, Moscow wanted to: at
the most, according to rules of the ABM Treaty, preserve quantitative
nuclear parity with Washington; and at the least, not to suffer evident and
serious damage with regard to the rest of its former nuclear superpower
image.19

Between these two poles, as will be addressed in the second part of this
chapter, Russia has been using all the available diplomatic and propagan-
da tools. All of them are based on the best solution for Moscow—i.e., guar-
antees of de facto irreversible reductions and de jure parity with the
reduced American arsenal. Here, scenarios of the future Russian strategic
triad structure (offense-defense mix) are not important. What is important
is the impossibility of keeping its level within the limit of 3,000–3,500 war-
heads set by the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty II (START II). As men-
tioned before, Russian experts expect formal agreement and concessions
on the basis of a treaty like START, supported by other elements: ceilings
for NMD interceptors, a new verification regime, warning data exchange,
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and other transparency measures.20 The “Great Game” of ABM, NMD, and
START III is now without a final solution, but the assumed goals enumer-
ated above, the nature of tools used by Russia, and two meetings between
President George W. Bush and Putin suggest that sooner or later Moscow
will reach a compromise with Washington. 

For some time now, there have been interesting debates among U.S.
experts about possible strategic compromises with Russia. These discus-
sions were parallel to the accompanying inter-American controversies on
the unresolved issue of the future of the Missile Defense architecture. Only
a few frank opinions indicated Russia’s geopolitical demands (i.e., the
expected American concessions) in the agenda of strategic armaments.21

However, Russia’s demands seemed not to be limited to strategic arsenals.
In fact, Russia was openly talking about NMD-ABM-START issues. Moscow
clearly wanted to strike a deal that would secure its geopolitical and com-
mercial interests. 

With new aspects added to the international situation after the terrorist
attacks on September 11, the Kremlin realized it had new chances to
implement previous strategic goals, both at the global and the CIS level.
American and Western public opinion in general underwent a change of
attitude toward “Islamic threat theory.” Putin and his diplomacy have
renewed similar slogans of the terrorism (read “Islamic”) threat from the
Balkans, through the Caucasus to Central Asia, Kashmir, and Xinjiang.22 By
the end of September, previous strategic goals—even those verging on
wishful thinking—turned out to be much more realistic, both in the
American-Russian agenda and in Russia’s relations with the European
Union. We are not capable of reconstructing all long-term motives behind
the Kremlin’s position on the global coalition created by Washington. We
also cannot reconstruct in full detail the reasons behind Russia’s accept-
ance of Washington-Tashkent cooperation against the Taliban in
Afghanistan. During his diplomatic offensive in September and October,
Putin presented many arguments appropriate for his audiences in the
Bundestag, NATO’s headquarters, and the European Commission. He
stressed Moscow’s “European choice,” the need to abandon anachronistic
policy, and the need for extensive cooperation within all possible spheres.
Putin also proposed ideas that were important from the American point of
view, such as cooperation in providing military support for the Afghan
Northern Alliance, intelligence sharing, and exerting pressure on other CIS
regimes.23

At this moment—and in the near future—many questions arise: Will
Russia be a credible partner in combating the so-called rogue states? Will
Putin transform himself into a Zapadnik? Are we seeing the beginning of
more cooperative behavior on Russia’s part? What will the American side
offer? At the moment answers to these questions seem simple, but they are
not so clear when we take them within the framework of Russian strategic



Russia’s Security Policy 67

goals and their influence on American interests. Washington is now facing
many hard choices and must carefully assess all options. The price is very
high because some options may satisfy Russia, but in a wider context they
also touch on strategic or even vital interests of the United States. For
example, Moscow would be certainly satisfied with:

• A hands-off attitude by the West concerning Russia’s internal politics,
freedom of the press, and human rights issues in Chechnya; 

• American support for Russian accession to the WTO (which was the
case with G-8), although Moscow’s accession is now economically
premature and will clash with Moscow’s dire economic circumstances; 

• Washington’s pulling out of activities in the post-Soviet sphere, espe-
cially in Ukraine;

• American support for a compromise between Western and Russian
companies, based on Moscow’s transportation monopoly for Caspian
oil and gas;

• American and European approval of the transformation of NATO into
a political organization subordinate to the Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) or similar in nature to the OSCE
and the United Nations (with the possibility of Russian veto on con-
troversial issues);

• Delaying indefinitely the Baltic states’ move to join NATO;
• Washington’s acceptance of close cooperation between Russia and the

European Union on the basis of the common European security and
defense policy; and 

• Softening of the American position toward Russian security and mili-
tary cooperation with China, India, and some states of concern.

INSTRUMENTS OF SECURITY AND FOREIGN POLICY

Putin’s Russia is using a wide spectrum of instruments and modes of action
in its security policy. They are not restricted to military means because the
current Russian army cannot be effective in the wider world arena. In fact,
Moscow has three categories of instruments at its disposal: military, diplo-
matic, and economic. Due to the doubtful effectiveness of military action,
Russia strongly prefers nonmilitary tools, above all diplomacy. Of course,
military instruments and actions are still effective with regard to the major-
ity of weak CIS countries, but it is also too risky to conclude that they will
guarantee long-term stabilization in the Caspian region.24

Apart from the evident weakness of the Russian military machine, the
reason for the Kremlin’s move toward diplomacy may be the great influ-
ence wielded by intelligence officers on the entire Putin administration.
The KGB (Committee of State Security, i.e., political and economic intelli-
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gence) and GRU (Main Reconnaissance Directorate, i.e., strategic military
intelligence) are famous due to their creativity, effectiveness, and smart
operations during the Cold War. Maybe it is no accident that a former intel-
ligence colonel has become Russia’s second president, as maybe it is no
accident that he strongly supports the promotion of his KGB colleagues in
all institutions responsible for internal and external aspects of national
security. Between May 2000 and June 2001, there were three notable nom-
inations of former KGB and Foreign Intelligence Service officers: 1) Sergei
Ivanov, first to the post of the Russian Security Council secretary and since
March 2001 to the post of the minister of defense; 2) Viacheslav Trubnikov,
to the post of deputy foreign minister responsible for coordination of
Russian policy toward the CIS area; and 3) Andrei Bielanov, to the post of
chief of the new Rosooboron Agency responsible for the execution of arms
export policy (the agency had an 80 percent share in Russian military con-
tracts). 

Those persons now seem to be in the most influential positions in the
implementation of security policy. An important result of their nominations
is the slow, albeit steady, progress in the coordination of Russian foreign
and security policy. The most visible implications are preferences for
unconventional methods and tactics in security policy. Changes are already
visible in rhetoric, declared commercialization, pragmatism, and pre-
dictability of Russian diplomacy. Moscow has stressed the predictability of
diplomacy as compared to the Yeltsin period. Predictable diplomacy has
also had a strong influence on many Western experts, even if it still serves
traditional strategic directives. 

The main reason for the changes in security policy is the lack of super-
power capabilities. The former and then reformulated National Security
Concept openly stated that military reform and conversion could not guar-
antee Russia’s military security. This was basically an admission of failure
in all military reform plans and programs. If it is true that the military can-
not guarantee Russia’s security, some decision-makers have surely recog-
nized the deep financial, social, and structural crisis in the Russian army.
But on the other hand, even a radical change in the military’s higher com-
mand cannot ensure a speedy reconstruction of conventional capabilities.
There is even a question as to whether the army and other forces are use-
ful in Chechnya. Russia is now emphasizing the lower nuclear threshold in
its military policy, and its experts intensively discussed these issues during
the Iraq and Kosovo crises, before official changes in security policy were
introduced.25 Their decisions had an impact on all nuclear armament pro-
grams approved by the Security Council in April 1999, when Putin was its
secretary.26 In the coming years, Russia will still be dependent on nuclear
forces. During the upcoming decade, rationalization and utilization of
strategic arsenals with the parallel needs of the Chechen campaign may
exclude changes in the overall role of nuclear weapons. Moscow recog-
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nized its conventional shortages in the case of NATO attack and/or Chinese
and Iranian aggression (in the case of changes in bilateral relations with
those countries). The new Military Doctrine assumes wider deterrence
even in a regional conflict with a conventional aggressor. For many years,
Russian military theoreticians have been preparing wider scenarios of the-
ater and tactical nuclear weapons to be used in regional conflicts for their
de-escalation through demonstrational and potential strikes.27 Such canon-
ic scenarios seem to be recognized commonly as a natural political-military
instrument by many military and civil experts. Even after personnel
changes in the Ministry of Defense and General Staff take place, this
approach would still be viewed with respect. 

What was certain in the past, and is even more obvious now, is that
external influences are affecting other aspects of Russian behavior. This
can be described as the strategic arms-control policy. In this direction,
Moscow has almost exclusively been using diplomatic instruments.
Examples of these political-diplomatic activities, subordinated to the goal
of achieving a compromise with Washington, are wide-ranging: 

• Since 1999 the phrase “The ABM Treaty is a cornerstone of strategic
stability” was introduced into all bilateral declarations with China,
France, and other countries. For instance, it is also present in docu-
ments of the U.N. General Assembly, CIS meetings, and the Shanghai
Five, now known as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization;28

• Frequently repeated announcements of an asymmetric response to
NMD like “MIRV-ization” of strategic missiles, new types of tactical
nuclear weapons, and abolition of the Intermediate-range Nuclear
Forces (INF) regime. For disinformation purposes, Russian “hawks”
always presented those solutions parallel to positive propositions;29 

• Ratification of the START II and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT) by the Duma in 2000, with general conditions of their realiza-
tion dependent on American arms control policy. Such conditions
were repeated in the Russian military press after the Russian-American
consultations on missile defense; 

• Opposition to alleged American plans for “militarization in space,”
common with China, and propagation of multilateral arms control
regimes like the Missile Technology Control Regency (proposition of
the Global Control System, Russian GSK), the Vasenaar Arrangement,
and the Zangger Committee;

• Noisy introduction of Russian internal counter-proliferation laws and
special meetings of the Security Council dedicated to international
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and means for their
delivery. Those steps supported the creation of Moscow’s image as a
more responsible actor, subordinated to bilateral and multilateral
agreements;
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• Since June 2000, the proposition of a sub-strategic missile defense sys-
tem created by Russia and NATO as an alternative to the American
NMD. Such a Euro-MD system would be based on the Russian S-300
and S-400 systems, as well as Western radar, common Command and
ABM Rapid Reaction Forces; and, last,

• Putin’s Paris-supported initiative outlining strategic arsenal reductions
to the level of 1,500 warheads each for Russia and the United States,
and to the joint level of 2,000 strategic warheads for China, France,
and the United Kingdom.30

Despite this diplomatic flexibility, it is hard to expect swift changes in
Russian economic instruments of security and foreign policy. Arms export
policy is recognized by many Russian decision-makers both as a source of
revenue and an instrument supporting strategic interests. Moscow’s arms
contracts are now compatible with the buildup of a more multipolar world.
During the last five years, most military supplies were directed to China,
India, and Iran. Russia was the world’s second largest supplier for many
years. According to data from the Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute (expressed in constant 1990 prices), Russia supplied conventional
weapons worth U.S.$4.44 billion in the year 2000, which constituted 10
percent of global transfers and was also a considerable share of Russian
contracts worth U.S.$15.69 billion between 1996 and 2000.31 Russia
increased its arms transfers in 2000 by 19 percent and accounted for 15
percent of the transfers in the period 1996–2000.32 Russia also wants to ini-
tiate military aircraft industry cooperation with Germany as a way of
rebuilding its position in the central European market.33 There are actual
and practical reasons for such behavior. Russian arms exporters lost many
Soviet buyers and are having trouble winning new partners in regions out-
side Asia. They are determined to sell weapons to anybody anywhere.
Moreover, Putin’s administration is quite unlikely to refrain from even haz-
ardous cooperation with the rogue states in the next few years, regardless
of the climate in Russian-American relations before and after September 11,
2001. Such an approach is clearly in place, judging from recent contracts on
fifteen MiG-29 fighters to Yemen, S-300 systems to Iran, and new possibili-
ties for military cooperation with Syria.34 Changes would depend on the
larger-scale modifications in the regional situation and on international mar-
kets, such as increased technical demands by current Russian contractors. 

If we go on to risk projections from the current situation, we can sug-
gest that arms exports will play a smaller role in Russia than energy
exports. Mutual interdependence may grow between Russia’s energy
exports and the sphere of its strategic relations with the West.35 In the year
2000, Russia exported 45 percent of its oil and 30 percent of its gas. Russian
hydrocarbons exports were and are focused on the European Union and
Central and Eastern Europe. In 2000, out of total export revenues of
U.S.$105 billion, exports of oil products generated revenues of U.S.$36 bil-
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lion and gas exports amounted to more than U.S.$16 billion.36 Russia uses
these products as policy instrument vis-à-vis the European Union, Central
Europe, and CIS countries. It is made easier by the new relations between
the Kremlin and the energy oligarchs, who are no longer independent as
they were under Yeltsin. Companies like Gazprom or Lukoil are now
almost obliged to support state interests, a change that is especially visible
in policy toward Ukraine and the Caspian-area CIS countries. Among the
numerous examples of this change in tactics are:

• Putin’s declarations during the last EU-Russian summit concerning
“chances for marriage of great economic potentials” (in practice the
Russian Ministry of Energy expects western European investments of
U.S.$50 billion in the gas sector by 2010);37

• Gazprom’s lobbying for a new gas pipeline through central to west-
ern Europe, which would bypass Ukraine, thus guaranteeing Russia’s
position in the expanded EU gas market and weakening Kyiv’s trans-
portation position; 

• Gazprom’s long-term contracts with Turkmenistan, which oppose
American plans for a trans-Caspian gas pipeline. They would guaran-
tee a Russian transportation monopoly; 

• Itera’s pressing Georgia on energy debt payments (parallel to pres-
sures on the issue of Chechen diaspora activity and the future of
Russian military bases in this country); and

• Lukoil’s and TNK’s expansion in Ukrainian Black Sea oil terminals
(directed against Kyiv and Warsaw’s plan for an Odessa-Brody-Gdansk
oil pipeline).38

Here, it must be stressed that during the last two years we have seen
effective coordination of Russian tactics, tools, and modes of action in the
CIS area. An examination of several of Putin’s initiatives yields interesting
insights into his administration’s success at extending and consolidating
Moscow’s control over policy concerning the CIS. Putin’s administration,
disappointed with the CIS’s political and economic structure, has preferred
to develop a new framework like the Eurasian Economic Union (with
Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan) as a “core of multi-speed
reintegration.” Also, Moscow signed a series of bilateral economic agree-
ments with Turkmenistan and every country of the GUUAM group, espe-
cially on their vulnerabilities, such as energy and military industry. Russia
is still capable of maintaining some kind of control over unresolved con-
flicts in many post-Soviet “hot spots” as an instrument of pressure on
Moldova, Georgia, Azerbaijan, and the Central Asian states. Putin sped up
the development of cooperation between special services and armies with-
in the multilateral framework by creating the CIS Counter-Terrorist Center
and CIS Rapid Reaction Forces (with Belarus, Armenia, Kazakhstan,
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Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan). Moscow has been using the issue of visas as
leverage against the trans-Caucasus countries whose many citizens have
been working legally or illegally in Russian territory. The threat of intro-
ducing a new, strict visa regime would threaten many Georgians and
Azeris who work in Russia and send their earnings to families back at
home. Russia also uses its media, which are very popular in many CIS
countries, to influence local public opinion. For example, in Belarus dur-
ing the summer of 2001, critical programs on pro-Kremlin TV zchannels
pressured Alexandr Lukashenka to give in to Moscow’s economic expec-
tations. Lukashenka would not have been able to win the subsequent elec-
tion with continued media criticism or media presentation of Belarusian
opposition candidates.39

So far, thanks to these actions, Russia has been able to regain much of
its lost influence in the CIS, as well as rebuilding its dominant position.
Many decision-makers in Moscow are also sure that this trend will be only
strengthened by new commitments with the United States and the
European Union. The overall result is that Russia is convinced it has gained
improved standing on the regional and global scene, despite a lack of
resources to account for that feeling. 

KALININGRAD AS A LABORATORY FOR CONFLICT AND
COOPERATION WITH THE WEST

Kaliningrad is a critical asset in terms of Russian military planning. It is val-
ued as the strongest military base, with the potential for extending its
power over the entire Baltic Sea region. It has undergone intensive change
since 1989–91, when many former Soviet units were transferred to this area
from eastern Germany, Poland, and then from the Baltic states themselves.
During the last decade, manpower potential was reduced by approxi-
mately 90 percent. Ground forces in Kaliningrad (13,000 soldiers) should
be analyzed within the context of the Russian-Belarusian military alliance,
considering that for many years all exercises show full integration of com-
mand between Kaliningrad/Moscow and Minsk’s staff.40 Founded at the
end of 1997, the Kaliningrad Defense Region (Kaliningradtsky Oboronnyi
Rayon, or KOR) was the first reorganized and restructured autonomous
base put directly under the high command in Moscow. In the middle of
the last decade, the chief of the Main Operational Directorate in the
General Staff (Anatolyi Kvashnin) and the chief of the Baltic Fleet Staff
(Admiral Vladimir Kuroyedov, now head of the Russian navy) prepared
plans for an autonomous KOR. Reductions and structural and doctrinal
changes are also visible in Kaliningrad’s naval organization. Its current
naval role seems to be mainly defensive, restricted to the Baltic Sea. The
reduced Baltic Fleet does not operate in the Atlantic, as it did during the
Soviet period. Apart from some Russian declarations about the strategic
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importance of this fleet, what seems to be most important here is the pres-
tige.41

In January 2001, an article in the Washington Post, containing Defense
Intelligence Agency (DIA) information about nuclear weapons transfers to
Kaliningrad, put many politicians in Poland and the Baltic states on alert.
This brought to light the unclear situation in the triangle formed by the
United States, Russia, and Kaliningrad, keeping in mind previous Russian
declarations about full de-nuclearization of the Baltic region. Moscow
denied the transfers to Kaliningrad, but we may also take into account the
possibility that tactical nuclear warheads were never transferred from
Kaliningrad to the core of Russia.42 Regardless, it is a pity that after noisy
statements from the different sides, nobody could say for certain what was
going on in some installations of the KOR. 

Ultimately, Kaliningrad is much more important politically than militari-
ly. If certain EU and NATO expansions under discussion take place,
Kaliningrad would not only be geographically separated from Russia, but
would also become an “alien cell” within the homogeneous NATO and EU
territory. As Russia seems militarily fully prepared for NATO’s expansion,
it is unclear how it will cope with the EU economic challenge. The eco-
nomic and civilization gap between Kaliningrad and Poland or Lithuania is
deep and is deepening. One of the last Kremlin Security Council meetings
was exclusively focused on the implications of EU expansion for the dis-
trict. Putin even criticized the economic and social situation of the district’s
population.43 Many of Moscow’s problems in Kaliningrad indicate an
urgent need for cooperation on social, economic, and border and law
enforcement issues between Russia, the entire European Union, Poland,
and Lithuania. Real cooperation would improve matters within Kaliningrad
and neutralize the region’s nonmilitary challenges (organized crime, unem-
ployment, health hazards, etc.). 

However, such cooperation between the expanded European Union and
Russia should not be viewed as a comparable price or a surrogate for
NATO’s Baltic enlargement. If the Baltic states joined NATO, the Russians
would then see that there are no “red lines” on the territory of the former
empire. It may prove that the West could not subordinate its political will
to Russian imperial ambitions. It will help Russians to understand the supe-
riority of long-term economic benefits over short-term costs in prestige.
The overall result will be a rather swift adaptation on the part of Russia to
new strategic realities and a focus on problems other than military ones.
Poland’s and Lithuania’s membership in the European Union will create
mutual benefits in regional and local economic cooperation. Unfortunately,
Poland and the Baltic countries are not currently perceived in Moscow as
potential valuable partners within NATO and/or the European Union.
Thus, Russia may prefer to gain some kind of leverage over EU and NATO
expansion, above all by playing on different priorities held by the United
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States and leading western European countries, as well as emphasizing
more important security issues. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Russia’s security policy is based on the traditional concept of a hostile
international environment and compromise among different schools of
political thought. Thus far, Putin’s decisions have not resolved issues about
Russia’s long-term geostrategic orientation. Putin’s vision of Russia is not
coherent and clear, though it seems so at first glance. Contrary to the sat-
isfaction of many Russian experts, continuation of Putin’s approach may
damage Russia in the future. Putin wants to achieve strategic goals that are
not compatible with the country’s current potential or with opportunities
for cooperation with the West and the developed countries (G-7). In
essence, Russia is still trying to promote a multipolar world and to subor-
dinate all the CIS countries.

In the sphere of traditional military policy, it is hard to expect speedy
reform of the armed forces. Their buildup is impossible with present
Russian priorities and possibilities, and with a prolonged second war in
Chechnya. Only economic constraints can provide some changes, but the
example of many previous plans and programs does not give much cause
for optimism. U.S. plans for NMD will force the Russians to restructure their
strategic arsenal, which means they will help in the general rationalization
of its security policy against Moscow’s will. Unfortunately, most of the
Russian elite is still characterized by the Soviet mentality and security per-
ceptions, with a hostile approach toward the United States and NATO.
Renewed cooperation with NATO is directed at softening and weakening
its cohesion by transforming it into a political organization like the OSCE
or the United Nations. 

Even Russia’s position toward the European Union seems to be based on
the balance of power, not on declared partnership and shared values.
These relations will eventually involve the commercial interests of Russia’s
oil and gas companies to a greater extent (maybe one of the few effective
policy instruments for the future). The issue of Kaliningrad will prove to
be a serious test for the next round of NATO enlargement and Russian
aspirations toward a real partnership with the European Union. 

The newly formed global antiterrorist coalition is a good opportunity for
testing Putin’s long-term intentions, to see whether his policy is really
based on the Zapadniki concept. The new international context may help
in repeating to the Kremlin that the West is interested in a stable and pros-
perous—but not imperial—Russia. Such a dialogue would be based on
strategic interests, which naturally may collide at some point. As a leading
power in the Euro-Atlantic community, the United States may compromise
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on the issues of the ABM-NMD-START agenda. But those moves are mis-
interpreted in Russia as not being connected with certain conditions. For
example, they should not create an impression of double standards on
issues of human rights, democratic values, and freedom of the press.

There is also a need to show counter-productivity in efforts to weaken
NATO. Similarly, there is an urgent need to explain what is thought to be
a common threat of transnational terrorism. It may be a tragic mistake to
accept Russia’s interpretation of what is and is not considered “terrorism.”
(See Moscow’s tough policy toward the Chechen minority and Moscow’s
deep military cooperation with “states of concern” or rogue states.) Exactly
this same clarification is needed in defining Russia’s share in counter-
proliferation efforts. In many critical ways the Kremlin’s understanding of
its share of the burden is contrary to U.S. understanding, as we can see in
Moscow’s unfinished transfers of weapons of mass destruction to irre-
sponsible regimes. The United States may also indicate its long-term inter-
ests in post-Soviet countries, which are afraid of aggressive Russian policy
toward them. Many Russian experts think that the new global coalition is
equally committed to transforming the CIS region into an “area of antiter-
rorist responsibility,” which implies acceptance by the West of lower polit-
ical standards vis-à-vis pro-Moscow authoritarian rulers. 

Washington now risks losing some of its influence in many countries and
movements that had previously supported the United States, because of
geopolitics as well as economic interests and political values. Historically
Moscow has extended its power over its weaker neighbors, rather than
focusing its efforts on internal modernization. Russians now need not only
internal political and economic modernization after communism, but also
adaptation to a new era of political and economic globalization. Apart from
that, there is a need for a common Western policy toward Russia, oriented
much more toward the problems of the Russian economy and society,
rather than ambitions of the former Soviet “security community” elite. With
this kind of clear policy, Putin and his advisers (or their successors) may
recognize that American and Western investments and economic assistance
will be contingent on deep internal reforms. 
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