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The challenge of achieving complete abolition of nuclear weapons is a daunting 
enough task by itself. But completing several stages of nuclear reductions and 
maintaining strategic stability at the same time as missile defense systems 
proliferate around the globe sometimes seems impossible. At times, such systems 
seem to have exacerbated instabilities produced by conventional imbalances in 
Europe, the Middle East, Southeast Asia, and Northeast Asia.  It is clear, in particular, 
that Russia will be reluctant to cut deeply into its nuclear forces until it can be 
confident that U.S missile defense systems will not negate its deterrent.  The first 
step along the way to that base camp is for the United States and Russia to restart a 
critical feature of Cold War arms control negotiations: the elevation of transparency, 
or making both sides of any competition aware, within the limits of security, of what 
the other side is doing 
 
 
I. Options for Dealing with Missile Defenses - The United States and 
Russia 
 
The notion of greatly improved transparency and perhaps even substantial 
cooperation between the United States and Russia is not a novel concept; it rose to 
center stage after September 11, 2001. In November 2001, presidents Bush and 
Putin signed a “Joint Statement on a New Relationship Between the United States 
and Russia,” followed by another in May 2002 specifying a range of possibilities for 
cooperative engagement.1  These included strengthening confidence and increasing 
transparency in the area of missile defenses, exchanging information on missile 
defense programs and tests, reciprocal visits to observe tests, and work on bringing 

                                                        
1 Joint Statement by President George W. Bush and President Vladimir V. Putin on a New Relationship 
Between the United States and Russia, The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, November 13, 
2001, http://www.cdi.org/russia/johnson/5544-5.cfm;  Joint declaration by President George W. 
Bush and President Vladimir V. Putin on the new strategic relationship between the United States of 
America and the Russian Federation, May 27, 2002, 
http://ipmall.info/hosted_resources/ippresdocs/ippd_3.pdf.  
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a joint center for exchanging data from early warning systems into operation. Most 
importantly, the two sides agreed to study possible areas for missile defense 
cooperation beyond joint exercises to include joint research and development on 
missile defense technologies within the limits of security and protection of property 
rights. The Russia-NATO Council was singled out as the framework to examine 
cooperative engagement in missile defense. 
 
Following that decision, such cooperation between NATO and Russia did move 
forward effectively in terms of theater missile defenses. The alliance and Russia 
worked together to develop means of providing joint missile defense coverage for 
their troops in places where NATO and Russian forces might operate together 
(another Bosnia-type scenario, for example). Experts say that the two sides 
managed to work through key issues—such as rules of engagement and how to 
defend targets—despite the lack of interoperability between NATO and Russian 
forces. Essentially, each side focused on defending one area of territory but could 
come to the other’s aid if that side ran out of interceptors. The two sides even ran an 
exercise in Munich where they cooperated in defending against a simulated missile 
attack by Canada on Idaho. Afterwards, Gen. Ray Henault, chairman of NATO’s 
Military Committee and Russia Maj. Gen. Sergei Yagolnikov concluded that “Russia 
and NATO forces have proven that they can fight and protect jointly territory and 
population against missile attacks wherever they wish to do so, based on jointly 
agreed procedures and rules of engagement.”2 
 
After several years, however, that cooperation was cut short by the U.S decision to 
move forward unilaterally with deployment of interceptors and radars in Poland 
and the Czech Republic for a system to defend against long-range missiles (U.S.-
Russian cooperation against such missiles had never gotten underway). U.S. efforts 
to bring Georgia and Ukraine into NATO were further irritants. U.S. attempts to allay 
Russia’s concerns about these developments failed to impress, and U.S. gestures 
toward transparency and an examination of the potential contribution of Russian 
radars were less than enthusiastically pursued, at least in Russian eyes.  
 
A high point in the U.S.-Russian dialogue on missile defense under the George W. 
Bush administration was a visit of Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Secretary 
of Defense Robert Gates to Moscow in October 2007 to discuss a possible package of 
confidence-building measures that would allay Russian concerns. Moscow’s 
subsequent reaction suggests that that package was judged unsatisfactory, but 
worthy of further negotiations. The written U.S. proposals tabled a month later were 
rejected by Russia as a less conciliatory revision of the October ad referendum 
agreements and after that, constructive discussions of the missile defense issue 
virtually ceased and emotions largely overtook substance. Russia brushed aside a 
NATO statement at its April 2008 summit in Bucharest, where the final communiqué 

                                                        
2 Interview with and presentation by Robert Bell, SAIC-Europe, Brussels. May 26, 2009. Bell, a former 
senior Clinton Administration National Security Council official and a former senior NATO official, 
has recently led internal NATO studies on missile defense issues.  
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stated that “We encourage the Russian Federation to take advantage of United 
States missile defense cooperation proposals and we are ready to explore the 
potential for linking United States, NATO and Russian missile defense systems at an 
appropriate time.”3 
 
Thus, despite the Obama administration’s outreach to Russia, the attitude on this 
subject has grown significantly worse, and now, in addition to discussion of 
substance at the U.S.-Russian START talks, an effort is needed to address basic 
issues of trust that continue to bedevil the relationship. Today some more 
conservative Russian analysts even consider Obama administration’s statements 
about deep reduction of nuclear weapons as a ploy to reduce the Russian nuclear 
arsenal to a level that would enable American missile defense to negate its deterrent 
value.4 
 
It is clear that the missile defense controversy will affect the ongoing START talks, 
but the manner and the extent of that influence are still unclear. Judging by news 
accounts, Moscow remains divided on that issue. Some assessments posit an 
indirect relationship between the two issues (primarily in terms of the acceptable 
upper limit on the number of strategic nuclear warheads under the new treaty—
between 1,000 and 1,500 depending on whether plans to deploy missile defense in 
Europe remain intact),5 while other, perhaps even more authoritative statements 
(such as those made by Prime Minister Putin and Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov), 
suggest full-scale linkage between the two issues.6 Recently, Chief of General Staff 
General Nikolai Makarov even suggested that Russia might refuse to conclude a new 
treaty on reduction of strategic weapons unless the United States changes its stance 
on missile defense: “As long as the situation in the world, including with the U.S. 

                                                        
3 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Bucharest Summit, Declaration, April 3, 2008, 
http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2008/p08-049e.html. 
4 For a recent example see Igor Korotchenko, “Sokhranit Potentsial Otvetnogo Udara” [Preserve the 
Capability for a Response Strike], Voyenno-Promyshlennyi Kurier, May 27, 2009. Igor Korotchenko is 
Editor-in-Chief of Voyenno-Promyshlennyi Kurier (“The Military-Industrial Courier”) – a weekly 
publication funded primarily by Russian defense companies and oriented toward those working in 
the defense sector. 
5 See interviews by Konstantin Kosachev, Chairman of the International Affairs Committee of the 
Duma (“Peregovoram po SNV Mozhet Pomeshat PRO SShA v Evrope”[START Talks Between Russia 
and the U.S. Could be Hindered by Missile Defense in Europe] RIA-Novosti, May 19, 2009), former 
Chief of Staff of Strategic Rocket Force Col.-Gen. Viktor Yesin (“Sokrashchenie Yadernykh 
Boezaryadov RF I SShA Zavisit ot Pozitsii po PRO” [Reduction of Nuclear Warheads in Russia and the 
U.S. Depends on Positions on Missile Defense], RIA-Novosti, April 1, 2009), and retired general Pavel 
Zolotarev, deputy director of the Institute of USA and Canada of the Russian Academy of Sciences 
(Petr Iskenderov and Boris Yunanov, “Obama Vsekh Obezoruzhit” [Obama Will Disarm Everyone], 
Vremya Novostei, April 6, 2009). 
6 “Putin: Rossiya v Ontosheniyakh s SShA Budet Uvyazyvat Voprosy PRO i SNV” [Putin: In Its 
Relations with the U.S. Russia will link Missile Defense and Offensive Arms Issues], RIA-Novosti, May 
10, 2009, and an interview with Lavrov, “Delegatsii RF I SShA na Peregovorakh po SNV Obsuzhdayut 
Konkretnye Predlozhenia, Kotorye Obespechat Ravnuyu Bezopasnost Storon” [Russian and U.S. 
Delegations at START Talks Discuss Specific Proposals that will Ensure Equal Security of the Parties], 
ITAR-TASS, May 20, 2009. 

http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2008/p08-049e.html
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missile shield plans, remain unclear, we will not alter our nuclear arsenal.”7 The July 
2009 Obama-Medvedev Summit indicated that the issue is far from being resolved.   
 
While Russian concern is usually formulated in straightforward terms that appear to 
seek a virtual ban on missile defenses, reminiscent of the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
(ABM) Treaty, a closer look suggests that Russian military leaders do not object, in 
principle, to a limited U.S. missile defense.8 They are mostly worried by the open-
ended nature of the defense system, which, over time, could be expanded and 
upgraded to deny Moscow deterrence capability vis-à-vis the United States, and the 
East European location of one of the sites, which could potentially enable it to 
intercept not only Iranian, but also Russian missiles.  
 
As George Lewis and Ted Postol wrote in Arms Control Today several years ago: 
 

In order to understand Russian concerns, it is useful to examine how 
Russian military analysts might assess the capabilities of the 
proposed U.S. system. They would assess both the initial technical 
capabilities of the U.S. system and its potential capabilities as it 
matures. They would look twice at U.S. decisions to site the system 
as the Pentagon intends and rightly conclude that the system might 
be designed to counter Russia’s deterrent in addition to a nuclear 
attack from Iran.9  

 
Some Russian (and U.S.) experts have commented in this regard that Turkey or 
ships   based in the Eastern Mediterranean would seem to be a more logical place for 
missile defense systems intended to intercept Iranian missiles. Systems based here 
could protect sites on NATO’s southern flank, which would not be covered by the 
proposed missile defense deployments in Poland and the Czech Republic, but which 
can be reached by the medium range ballistic missiles that Iran is currently 
producing and testing (including through its most recent “satellite launch 
vehicle”).10 These experts have said that the Obama administration should be 
emphasizing systems designed to protect those areas, such as the Theater High 
Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) or air-based systems, rather than the long range 
interceptor systems, which have yet to be fully developed, let alone tested and that 
antagonize Russia.11 Among those who have urged giving far more priority to 
                                                        
7 “Russia Rules Out Nuclear Arms Cut While U.S. Shield Plans Unclear,” RIA-Novosti, May 5, 2009, 
http://en.rian.ru/russia/20090605/155178574.html. 
8 It is worth noting that an antiballistic missile system has been deployed around Moscow since 1972. 
9 George N. Lewis and Theodore A. Postol, “European Missile Defense: The Technological Basis of 
Russian Concerns,” Arms Control Today, October 2007, 
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_10/LewisPostol.  
10 The most recent U.S. government assessment of Iran’s missile development is National Intelligence 
Council, “Unclassified Report to Congress on the Acquisition of Technology Relating to Weapons of 
Mass Destruction and Advanced Conventional Munitions,” Covering January 1 to December 31, 2008. 
See also, Greg Thielmann, “Strategic Missile Defense: A Reality Check,” Arms Control Association, May 
21, 2009, http://www.armscontrol.org/system/files/TAB2_5_21_2009_FINAL1.pdf.  
11 Iran’s Nuclear and Missile Potential: A Joint Threat Assessment by U.S. and Russian Technical 

http://en.rian.ru/russia/20090605/155178574.html
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_10/LewisPostol
http://www.armscontrol.org/system/files/TAB2_5_21_2009_FINAL1.pdf
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protection for Southeastern Europe and Turkey was Representative Ellen Tauscher 
(Democrat of California), during her tenure as chair of the U.S. House of 
Representatives Armed Services Committee subcommittee responsible for 
overseeing strategic systems and missile defense.12  (Tauscher is currently U.S. 
Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security.) 
 
In any case, despite all the tough talk, the absence of an agreement on missile 
defense controversies will probably not become an insurmountable obstacle to 
successful conclusion of the initial START follow-on talks: Russia is concerned 
primarily about the open-ended nature of the American program and its potential 
consequences rather than about near-term developments. Thus, the initial START I 
replacement negotiations can probably be concluded successfully without a 
comprehensive solution to the missile defense issue. The future of subsequent 
reductions, however, remains uncertain without greater predictability in the 
American missile defense program and without some sort of an understanding 
between the two countries. 
 

II. Seeking Consensus on Missile Threats to NATO and Russia 
 
The first step in achieving real and lasting cooperation in missile defense is for 
Russia and the United States, through the NATO-Russia Council, to reach consensus 
on the pace and scope of the threat from Iran’s ballistic and cruise missiles to the 
whole of NATO. 
 
This has not been easy given Russia’s preference to downplay, if not actually 
dismiss, Iran’s recent ballistic missile achievements. (See Appendix to this section 
on Russian views on Iran.) European states could also be part of this process, 
perhaps communicating their concerns directly to Russia to demonstrate this is not 
merely a U.S. concern. Concerns about the current and future threats posed by the 
missile programs of other countries—such as Syria and Pakistan—should also be 
addressed in this manner.  
 
An important step in this process occurred recently with the publication by the 
East-West Institute of a joint assessment by U.S and Russian technical experts (with 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Experts, East-West Institute, May 2009. See also Theodore A. Postol “Defensible Missile Defense,” 
International Herald Tribune, March 12, 2009, in which he proposed to deploy air-based missile 
defense assets in the vicinity of Iran and North Korea. These proposals received positive reaction 
from Russian experts; see “Amerikanskii Ekspert Predlagayet Rossii i SShA Kontseptsiyu Sovmestnoi 
Protivoraketnoi Oborony” [An American Expert Proposes a Joint U.S.-Russian Missile Defense 
System], Izvestiya, June 1, 2009. 
12 See, for example, several articles in the October 2007 edition of Arms Control Today: George N. 
Lewis and Theodore A. Postol; “European Missile Defense: The Technological Basis of Russian 
Concerns; Dinshaw Mistry, “European Missile Defense: Assessing Iran’s ICBM Capabilities,” Rep. Ellen 
Tauscher, “European Missile Defense: A Congressional Perspective,” 
http://www.armscontrol.org/epublish/1/v37n8. 

http://www.armscontrol.org/epublish/1/v37n8
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the help of a number of German experts).13 This panel was brought together by 
senior officials on the Russian side and involved such senior U.S. figures as former 
Defense Secretary William Perry and retired Gen. James L. Jones, before he became 
President Obama’s national security adviser.  
 
In the missile realm, the report touched on Iran’s ballistic missile capacity, the pace 
of Tehran’s success in weaponizing a suitably compact nuclear reentry vehicle that 
could survive the rigors of reentry, as well as how quickly their solid-fuel missile 
capabilities will mature. The report concluded that it would probably be 
approximately six to eight years before Iran could develop a ballistic missile capable 
of delivering a 1,000 kg nuclear warhead to a range of 2,000 km, produce the fissile 
material for such a warhead, and design and build a nuclear warhead, itself, and 
mate it with a long-range missile.  
 

It did add an important qualifier, however, noting that this timetable could be 
accelerated if Iran received substantial help from outside, such as from North Korea. 
In this regard, the report said that while North Korea’s April 2009 long-range 
missile test failed in some respects, it nonetheless demonstrated that Pyongyang has 
made significant advances in rocket technology, particularly in staging. And it 
warned that if North Korea were to transfer this technology to Iran, it could help 
Iran, especially by increasing its potential to build missiles with a much greater lift 
capability than the Shahab-3. In mid-June 2009, Lt. General Patrick O’Reilly, director 
of the U.S. Missile Defense Agency, underscored the importance of North Korean 
support for Iran’s missile program, declaring that the two states have formed an 
information-sharing “coalition” aimed at bolstering their respective ballistic missile 
capabilities.14 
 

Current threat assessments regarding the NATO region, it must be noted, focus in 
the main on ballistic missile systems. Far less attention is given to the growing 
cruise missile threat on the periphery of Europe. Iran is among a rapidly growing 
number of countries that have begun pursuing land-attack cruise missile programs.  
 
According to a 2004 NATO Parliamentary Committee report, Iran was converting 
some 300 Chinese anti-ship cruise missiles into land-attack systems by fitting them 
with turbojet engines and new guidance systems. Such designs have been 
demonstrated as capable of achieving around 1,000 km range and could be readily 
launched from merchant ships to target substantial portions of Europe. Even more 
worrisome over the longer-term was the 2005 disclosure that Ukrainian arms 
dealers illegally sold 12 to 20 Soviet Kh-55 strategic (and nuclear capable) cruise 
missiles to China and Iran. The Kh-55’s range is 3,000 km. Even though the illegal 
transfer of at least six Kh-55s to Iran also included a ground support system for 
testing, initializing, and programming the missiles, such a small number of cruise 
                                                        
13 The German experts were Dr. Markus Schiller and Professor Robert H. Schmucker of Schmucker 
Technologies, Munich, Germany. 
14 Iran, “North Korea Cooperating on Missile Programs, Says U.S. General,” 
Friday, Global Security Newswire, June 12, 2009, http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20090612_7277.php.   

http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20090612_7277.php
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missiles were probably acquired primarily for purposes of examination and reverse 
engineering, leading eventually to the development of Iran’s own long-range cruise 
missile program.15 A common U.S.-Russian view of the threat of both ballistic and 
cruise missiles would offer opportunities for broader cooperation than one focusing 
solely on ballistic missile defense and could include warning, detection, and defeat 
of airborne threats, more generally. 
 
U.S. cruise missile defense programs today are not in good shape. Fighters equipped 
with advanced detection and tracking radars will eventually possess some modest 
capability to deal with very low-volume attacks, assuming advance warning is 
available. But existing U.S. programs are underfunded, while interoperability, 
doctrinal, and organizational issues discourage the military services from producing 
joint and effective systems for defending U.S. forces and allies in regional military 
campaigns. NATO’s own cruise missile defenses are no better off. The poor state of 
cruise missile defenses raises the question: can either or both the United States and 
Europe find security by fielding only half a missile defense system, capable of 
handing but one dimension of the missile threat?    
 

III. Involve Russia in Tackling the Cruise Missile Threat 
 
One way to deal with this threat would be by expanding the Cooperative Airspace 
Initiative (CAI). Launched within the NATO-Russia Council in 2002, the CAI’s goal is 
to achieve a system of air traffic information exchange along the borders of Russia 
and NATO member countries. Four sites each currently exist in Russia and NATO 
countries—from the far north in Russia (Murmansk) and Norway (Boda) to Turkey 
(Ankara) and Russia (Rostov-on-Don) in the south. Poland hosts a NATO 
coordination center in Warsaw, while the companion Russian center is located in 
Moscow. Besides forming a basis for NATO and Russia to establish greater 
confidence in working together, the CAI has focused especially on aircraft that might 
be under the control of terrorists or a rogue state. CAI is complemented as well by a 
functionally equivalent system of Air Sovereignty Operation Centers (ASOC) that the 
United States funded in former Warsaw Pact states beginning in 1997. Although the 
CAI information exchange system had successfully passed joint testing qualifications 
in July 2008, it, together with other bilateral NATO-Russia initiatives, was 
suspended in August 2008 in protest for Russia’s intervention in Georgia. CAI only 
recently resumed in March 2009.16 
 
CAI, working in possible cooperation with the ASOCs in the former Warsaw Pact 
states, could form the basis for investigating an expansion of air monitoring 

                                                        
15 These developments are documented and assessed in Dennis M. Gormley, Missile Contagion: Cruise 
Missile Proliferation and the Threat to International Security (Westport, CT: Praeger Security 
International, 2008), chapters 3 and 4.   
16 Brooks Tigner, “NATO and Russia Near Air Traffic Information Exchange,” International Defence 
Review, April 29, 2009, http://idr.janes.com/public/idr/index.shtml. See also Press Release of the 
Russian Mission to NATO, at http://natomission.ru/en/society/article/society/artnews/40/.   

http://idr.janes.com/public/idr/index.shtml
http://natomission.ru/en/society/article/society/artnews/40/


58     Managing U.S. Missile Defenses and Russian Concerns      

 

capabilities to the domain of cruise missile warning and defense. Russia initially 
balked at the formation of ASOCs, but the more CAI starts to take on the character of 
the air sovereignty centers, the more potentially useful it may become as a NATO-
wide and Russian vehicle for collaborating on defenses against cruise missiles. 
About $6.5 million has been invested in CAI thus far, with financial support coming 
from twelve countries, including Russia and the United States.17  
 
Engaging Russia’s participation in an expanded CAI concept that includes the role it 
might play in cruise missile defense offers benefits that go well beyond trust-
building and improved air safety and security. Rather, an expanded CAI offers 
Russia the chance to become a full participant in a potentially constructive endeavor 
to address the lesser-included dimension of missile defense. Russia’s longstanding 
prowess in developing effective air defense systems, including the S-400, which 
boasts capability to intercept ballistic and cruise missiles, as well as aircraft, could 
fit nicely into a broad-area concept for European cruise missile defense. Directing 
Moscow’s export energies away from S-300 and S-400 transfers to countries like 
Syria and Iran and toward the prospect of a more effective collaborative working 
environment within the NATO-Russia Council is worthy of serious evaluation.   
 

IV. Engage Russia on Ballistic Missile Defenses 
 
There is already broad support in Washington for engaging Russia on ballistic 
missile defenses in a manner substantially different from that taken by the Bush 
administration. While the Moscow-Washington agenda on strategic arms control 
will surely dominate the two states’ bilateral relationship over next several months, 
it might be possible to revive earlier initiatives that have been allowed to lapse and 
perhaps “repackage” a variety of both sides’ initiatives to achieve a breakthrough.  
 
These could include a resumption of NATO-Russia cooperation on theater missile 
defenses, an exploration of the expansion of this effort to the strategic level, a 
renewed discussion of Putin’s 2007 proposals, and an investigation of potential 
boost phase missile defenses and other options.   
 
Moscow has indicated interest and cautious optimism: speaking after his first 
meeting with President Obama, Russian President Dmitriy Medvedev called the plan 
to deploy missile defense in Europe a “mistake that must be blamed on the George 
W. Bush administration,” and said that any missile defense plans should be pursued 
“jointly.”18  It should be noted, however, that Moscow clearly prefers to expand 
discussion of missile defense beyond the bilateral U.S.-Russian context to include all 

                                                        
17 The other sources of financial support include Canada, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Luxembourg, 
Norway, Poland, Turkey, and the United Kingdom. Tigner, “NATO and Russia Near Air Traffic 
Information Exchange,” op. cit. 
18 “Medvedev Nazval Oshibkoi na Sovesti Administratsii Busha Plany SShA po PRO” [Medvedev Called 
U.S. Missile Defense Plans a Mistake That Must be Blamed on the Bush Administration], RIA-Novosti, 
April 2, 2009. 
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of Europe.19 In May Medvedev was already talking about a “comprehensive” missile 
defense that would protect the United States, Europe, and Russia.20 
 
There are a number of areas where dialogue could bear fruit. 
 
One such opportunity is offered by the implementation of the Joint Data 
Exchange Center (JDEC) in Moscow. Russia and the United States first agreed to a 
joint warning concept involving notifications of ballistic missile flights to each side 
in 1998, which was formalized in a June 2000 meeting between Presidents Clinton 
and Yeltsin, who agreed to establish the center in Moscow. Although all of the 
operational details have been worked out, legal and tax issues have prevented the 
center from becoming operational. Support of the Russian military for JDEC was 
lukewarm at best even at that time, and through the first half of 2009, the Russian 
Ministry of Defense appeared dead set against the revival of that agreement. At their 
July Summit, however, Presidents Obama and Medvedev agreed to have their 
experts “conduct a joint review of the entire spectrum of means at our disposal that 
allow us to cooperate on monitoring the development of missile programs around 
the world.”21  Their statement continued, “Our experts are intensifying dialogue on 
establishing the Joint Data Exchange Center, which is to become the basis for a 
multilateral missile-launch notification regime.”22 The logistical and organizational 
elements that were agreed earlier in the decade could contribute to facilitate the 
discussions.  In addition, then-Russian President 6ÌÁÄÉÍÉÒ 0ÕÔÉÎȭÓ ςππχ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌ 
to establish a second data exchange center in Brussels could be utilized to 
streamline negotiations. 
 
U.S. officials have already signaled their willingness to examine the use of Russian 
low-frequency warning radars at Gabala, in Azerbaijan, and Armavir, in 
Russia’s Krasnodar Region, as part of the U.S.-led global missile defense system. 
Russia rejected that offer because its proposal was intended to substitute missile 
defense in Eastern Europe rather than to complement it. (According to the Russian 
initiative, these radars were intended to provide data on the Iranian missile 
program to give advance warning if Iran began to test long-range missiles capable of 
reaching the United States; only in that case was Russia prepared to discuss 
deployment of missile defense.) The recent Iranian intermediate-range ballistic 
missile tests may serve as a pretext for a reexamination of the Iranian missile threat 
by Moscow. In particular, it is possible to make a case that the original Russian 

                                                        
19 See Dmitriy Medvedev’s statement in Helsinki on April 20 (published by RIA-Novosti), April 20, 
2009. 
20 “Medvedev Privetstvuet Gotovnost SShA Obsuzhdat Temu PRO” [Medvedev Welcomes U.S. 
Readiness to Discuss Missile Defense Issues], RIA-Novosti, May 5, 2009. 
21 “Statement by President Obama and Russian President Medvedev on Missile Defenses,” The White 
House, Office of the Press Secretary, http://useu.usmission.gov/Article.asp?ID=BD76F060-B3A0-
47F0-BC81-D536D07FB2E1.  
 
22 Ibid. 

http://useu.usmission.gov/Article.asp?ID=BD76F060-B3A0-47F0-BC81-D536D07FB2E1
http://useu.usmission.gov/Article.asp?ID=BD76F060-B3A0-47F0-BC81-D536D07FB2E1
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condition has been met and makes a joint project that includes these two radars 
more viable than it was when first discussed with the Bush administration in 2007.   
 

Figure 1: Potential NATO-Russia Missile Defense: Coverage Against 
Iran 

 
 
As non-governmental radar specialists have noted, there is the chance that 
combining an X-band radar deployed either in Azerbaijan or Turkey with the 
Armavir radar could possibly offer three to four more minutes of additional warning 
than could the X-band radar operating alone from the Czech Republic.23 At the very 
least, a discussion between American and Russian radar specialists on precisely how 
these two radars might contribute not only to improved missile defense 
performance but also to partnerships with Russia in areas where Russian 
technological prowess might complement American and European missile defense 
skills might help improve the atmosphere between the two countries. Russia is 
likely to be more receptive to the inclusion of these two radars into an American 
missile defense if the latter is deployed more to the south of the currently planned 
location (i.e., is made less capable of intercepting Russian ICBMs.) 

                                                        
23 See, for example, Theodore Postol, “A Ring Around Iran,” New York Times, July 11, 2007, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/11/opinion/11postol.html. Postol argues that the Gabala radar’s 
lower frequency radar could crudely yet effectively provide earlier warning than a Czech-based X-
band radar, whose higher frequencies and resolution are useful to characterize the target initially 
detected by the Russian radar. Thus, the sum of the two could furnish additional warning time with 
no loss of much-needed target resolution. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/11/opinion/11postol.html
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It may also be time to ÒÅÖÉÓÉÔ 2ÕÓÓÉÁȭÓ ςππρ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÁÌ to incorporate S-300 and S-
400 missiles into a cooperative ballistic missile defense system to protect 
Europe.24 Greece is purchasing the S-300 for its arsenal, indicating that integrating 
these systems with NATO forces is possible. 
 
North Korean nuclear and missile tests in the spring of 2009 could also affect 
Russian calculations and attitudes toward American missile defense plans. At the 
very least, these tests offer a strong justification for such defense and might help 
switch Russia from outright opposition to searching for ways to make American-
Japanese-South Korean missile defense efforts less threatening to Russia itself. In 
the latter case, cooperation could become more feasible. By the same token, both the 
United States and Russia have an incentive to stop North Korea from spreading this 
technology to Iran—such cooperation would both lessen the need for a European 
leg to the missile defense system and would be facilitated by U.S. restraint in this 
regard. 
 
If cooperation in missile defense warning systems were not difficult enough, 
cooperation with regard to developing interceptors poses an even more 
daunting challenge. Security and intellectual property rights issues have always 
stood in the way of achieving much progress. Assuming, however, that U.S.-Russian 
relations improve in the aftermath of negotiation of a successful strategic arms 
control treaty, it would make good sense to explore avenues toward cooperation in 
missile defense interceptors.  
 
One such area is interception of tactical and intermediate-range missiles, which 
Russia has pursued for years. (Its longstanding opposition to strategic missile 
defense has limited R&D in that area, but missile defense assets not prohibited by 
the 1972 ABM Treaty have traditionally remained at the center of attention.) The 
sale of S-300 systems to Greece was intended to demonstrate that Russian systems 
can be integrated into NATO air and missile defense and the exercises of the NATO-
Russia Council seemed to confirm this.   
 
Another competitive advantage that Russia once had is in directed energy 
technologies. In the early 1990s, U.S. and Russian technical exchanges disclosed that 
Russia then led the world in carbon dioxide and high-power solid-state lasers. 
Again, in the 1990s at least, there was significant cooperation between U.S. and 
Russian scientific and academic organizations, including in the area of solid-state 
lasers for non-military applications. The U.S. missile defense program has 
experienced less-than-optimal success in the Airborne Laser (ABL) program, an 
effort seen as critical to achieving some modest capability in defeating ballistic 

                                                        
24 Nikolai Sokov, “Russian Missile Defense for Europe: The February 20 Proposal is More Serious 
Than It Seems,” CNS Report, March 14 2001, http://cns.miis.edu/reports/sokrmd.htm. 
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missiles shortly after they are launched (during the so-called boost phase).25 
Building on past endeavors in the 1990s, it makes good sense to explore once again 
opportunities to cooperate in such directed energy interceptors. The greatest 
impediment here is a firm belief by Russian governmental and non-governmental 
experts that ABL is intended primarily against Russian strategic missiles and as long 
as this belief remains in place, Moscow will hardly be willing to contribute to that 
program. 
 
A significant obstacle on the path of any cooperation between the United States and 
Russia on missile defense (as well as to any compromise on American missile 
defense plans) is the relationship between Russia and China. Since at least 2007 
Moscow has made its official and public position that American missile defense 
plans are a threat to both countries equally. Consequently, any compromise that 
Russia could strike with the United States in the bilateral context and, to an even 
greater extent, cooperation in that area, could undermine the Russian-Chinese 
entente. For that reason, Moscow is likely to be very cautious about changing its 
opposition to the United States.  
 

V. Resurrect Arms Control Constraints and Transparency Measures 
 
The purest form of reassurance would be to resurrect formal arms control 
constraints designed to allay Russian (and Chinese) concerns about the open-ended 
nature of the U.S. global missile defense program. It is advisable to revisit the 
placement and the architecture of missile defense vis-à-vis Iran. Of particular 
importance are clear-cut constraints on the scale and the capability of the future 
missile defense system if any is deployed. Ways have to be found to reassure both 
Russia and China that the future system will not be able to negate their respective 
deterrent capabilities. It will be necessary to address all components of American 
missile defense plans—land-based, sea-based, ABL, and space-based assets. 
 
The first step that could be achieved in the near future is a package of confidence-
building measures perhaps building on the informal discussions in Moscow in 
October 2007. A more comprehensive and lasting solution will probably require 
additional negotiations and a more formal document. 
 
Possible space-based components of missile and anti-satellite defense systems 
present a major long-term challenge. These could perform double duty as both 
ballistic missile interceptors, with potentially significant capabilities against Russian 
offensive forces in the aftermath of deep reductions, and anti-satellite weapons to 
maintain or extend American dominance in space. It appears that American pursuit 
                                                        
25 Defense Secretary Gates recently downgraded this program, noting that, “The operational concept 
doesn't work because to be of any value, for example, against Iran, that 747 would have to orbit 
inside Iran—and I don't think they're going to allow that. Same way with North Korea.” See Richard 
Mauer, “Defense Secretary Says Cuts Won’t Leave Alaska Vulnerable,” Anchorage Daily News, June 1, 
2009, http://www.adn.com/news/alaska/story/815727.html. 
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of such options could carry hidden costs: while no conceivable regional nuclear 
power would merit such an expansion, U.S. actions could trigger an arms race in 
anti-satellite weapon capabilities that could threaten American space capabilities 
essential to sustain its conventional superiority. An alternative would be for the 
United States to examine what limits it might be willing to accept on mid-course and 
upper-tier interceptors, which could be incorporated in a new legally binding treaty 
with Russia. At the same time, the United States could take the lead with Russia and 
China to negotiate “rules of the road” for space operations akin to ones that govern 
air, ground, and naval operations on earth.  
 
In February 2008 Russia and China tabled, at the Conference on Disarmament, a 
draft treaty on prevention of deployment of arms in space, use of force, or threat to 
use force against space objects. It might be advisable to seriously discuss this 
proposal, especially since Moscow has also expressed interest in and support for a 
EU initiative about a Code of Conduct in space—but only as a complement to a more 
formal treaty.26 
 
Even in the case that the Iranian nuclear missile threat accelerated unexpectedly, 
requiring rapid completion of the third U.S. missile defense site in Europe, it is 
nonetheless possible to imagine a significant degree of Russian cooperation. Among 
other options, this would entail dusting off the assurance proposals the Bush 
administration introduced in 2007, which involved, for example, restricting the 
radar’s angle of view so as not to threaten Russian missile launches and agreeing not 
to activate the site until the Iranian threat was palpable to both sides. Russia had 
also insisted on a permanent observer presence at both the Czech and Polish bases, 
but one well-placed Russian observer has suggested that a Polish proposal, allowing 
for an “almost permanent presence” by Russians, might be satisfactory to Moscow. 
This would entail aperiodic visits by Russian observers who would be accredited to 
the Russian embassies in the Czech Republic and Poland and the installation of 
surveillance cameras for around-the-clock surveillance.27  
 
At its recent summit, NATO made clear that it supports the Obama administration’s 
effort to cooperate with Russia on missile defense: 
 

We support increased missile defense cooperation between Russia 
and NATO, including maximum transparency and reciprocal 
confidence-building measures to allay any concerns. We reaffirm 
our readiness to explore the potential for linking United States, 

                                                        
26 For detailed explanation of Russian position on space issues and the attitude toward the EU 
initiative see Yevgeni Buzhinski, “Kosmos: Novyi TVD ili Sfera Sotrudnichestva” [Space: A New 
Theater of War or a Sphere of Cooperation?], Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, April 10, 2009. 
(Yevgeni Buzhinski is the Chief of the International Treaty Department of the Russian Ministry of 
Defense.) 
27 Victor Yesin, “Action and Counteraction,” Global Affairs 1 (January-March 2009), 
http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/numbers/26/1262.html. Yesin is a retired Colonel General in the Russian 
military and a professor at the Russian Academy of Military Sciences. 
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NATO and Russian missile defence systems at an appropriate time 
and we encourage the Russian Federation to take advantage of 
United States’ missile defence cooperation proposals.28 
 

At the summit, NATO leaders also concluded, based on the initial results of a study 
commissioned for NATO, that “missile threats should be addressed in a prioritised 
manner that includes consideration of the level of imminence of the threat and the 
level of acceptable risk.” 29 In particular, they asked for continued research “to 
identify and undertake the policy, military and technical work related to a possible 
expanded role of the Active Layered Theatre Ballistic Missile Defense (ALTBMD) 
program beyond the protection of NATO deployed forces to include territorial 
missile defence.”30 
 
The ALTBMD program is a command and control system that will allow NATO 
nations to integrate various national weapons systems (e.g., PAC-3, Aegis Ballistic 
Missile Defense) to defend alliance forces against ballistic missile threats of up to 
3,000 km. The system is currently scheduled to achieve an initial operational 
capability in 2010. 

Then Representative Tauscher, for one, encouraged pursuing this system before 
moving ahead with the deployment to Poland and the Czech Republic, a position 
that would likely receive support from Moscow and could also be the basis of NATO-
Russian cooperation: 

Given the existing short- and medium-range threat to Europe, I 
believe that NATO should accelerate its efforts to protect its territory 
and population centers against this current threat. This includes 
ensuring that the NATO ALTBMD system can be fully integrated with 
the proposed U.S. system and encouraging individual allies to acquire 
and deploy missile defense capabilities such as Aegis and Terminal 
High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), which are designed to counter 
short-, medium-, and intermediate-range ballistic missiles.31 

VI. Conclusion 
 
In sum, multiple opportunities now exist for the United States to engage Russia on 
missile defenses in a practical and mutually beneficial manner. If the Obama 
administration continues to reduce tensions with Moscow, pursuit of these options 

                                                        
28 North Atlantic Council, Strasbourg / Kehl Summit Declaration, April 4, 2009. 

29 Ibid. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Ellen Tauscher, “European Missile Defense: A Congressional Perspective,” Arms Control Today, 
October 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_10/Tauscher. 
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could not only reduce frictions in the missile defense arena but also emerge as an 
important new strand in an improved U.S.-Russia relationship. On this issue, the 
main decisions will be made by the United States and Russia. However, there are 
several ways Germany can help move things in a positive direction.  
 
Germany’s most important role is likely to be in NATO. On ballistic missiles, 
Germany can encourage the alliance to pursue the ALTBMD system first and to 
support Obama administration efforts to put off discussion of the longer-range 
system until later. On cruise missiles, Germany can press for the alliance to pay 
greater attention to the issue and support the expansion of the Cooperative Airspace 
Initiative. Germany could follow up on a suggestion made by Tauscher and 
encourage NATO to create a counterpart to the Nuclear Planning Group that would 
coordinate missile defenses within the alliance. And, it could urge that the NATO-
Russia Council renew its efforts on missile defense. 
 
Outside of NATO, Germany could continue its efforts to press for greater legal 
measures to stem the proliferation of missiles worldwide, from strengthening the 
Missile Technology Control Regime and Hague Code of Conduct to supporting the 
recent EU proposals for a treaty banning ground-to-ground short- and medium-
range missiles.  
 
Finally, Germany might consider a track 1 ½/track 2 approach to pursuing progress 
on this issue. For instance, Germany could host a conference of governmental and 
non-governmental experts from NATO countries and Russia that could examine the 
threat posed by ballistic missiles and look at the ability of legal mechanisms and 
missile defenses to counter this trend as well as possibilities for NATO-Russian 
cooperation. Such a conference could also examine how these efforts could support 
efforts to move toward a world without nuclear weapons.  
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APPENDIX 
 
Russia’s attitude toward Iran’s nuclear and missile programs is highly contradictory, 
and in the past several years Moscow has tried to walk a fine line balancing a variety 
of interests and concerns: 
 
¶ The attitude of Russian leaders toward Iran is apparently cool, if not 

negative. Tehran rejected Russian attempts to help resolve the ongoing crisis 
around the Iranian nuclear program (the well-known Russian proposal for an 
International Uranium Enrichment Center was originally the central element 
of that attempt) and has become a liability and a headache rather than an 
asset for Moscow. Optimism about Russian-Iranian cooperation, including 
granting Iran observer status in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization in 
2005, is long past. 

¶ Iran could become a threat to Russia if it acquires long-range missiles and 
nuclear weapons. The negative impact of the Iranian nuclear program on the 
nonproliferation regime can also have serious implications for Russia’s own 
security and interests. 

¶ Cooperation with Iran is still important in a number or issue areas, such as 
trade and investment (for example, Iran is one of the few countries that 
imports Russian civilian aircraft and cars), the delineation of the Caspian Sea 
(that sea has to be divided between successor states of the former Soviet 
Union; at stake are existing or potential deposits of oil and gas on the sea 
floor), and potentially in setting natural gas prices.  

¶ Moscow knows its influence on Iran with respect to nuclear and missile 
developments is very limited, indeed almost non-existent. Yet it is interested 
in exploiting the widespread perception in the West that such influence 
exists, because this perception enhances its stature in relations with the 
United States and Europe.  

¶ The anti-American stance of the current Iranian leadership has rather strong 
domestic support in the increasingly conservative Russian policy 
establishment. Going against this sentiment could be costly for the 
government. 

¶ The continuing uncertainty around the Iranian problem can be leveraged in a 
complex diplomatic game Moscow plays with the West: this game includes, 
among other elements a desire to stabilize and improve relations with the 
West, on the one hand, and to prevent expansion of American influence in the 
Middle East, on the other. Moscow’s conventional arms sales, particularly its 
calculated ambiguity about sales of S-300 anti-aircraft missiles to Tehran, 
have been important pawns in this geopolitical chess game.   

 
For these reasons Moscow tends to prevent “excessively” strong sanctions against 
Iran and presses for a diplomatic solution. Its position is built around the thesis that 
Iran must clear its record with the IAEA. That position has impeccable legal 
foundations, but at the same time is more limited than what the United States and 
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the EU seek from Iran—a complete halt to Tehran’s enrichment program. (Russia 
talks only about a temporary halt until Iran’s record with the IAEA is cleared). “We 
do not have evidence that [the Iranian nuclear] program has a military component,” 
said Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov recently, presenting once again a longstanding 
Russian position. “But some countries and the IAEA have questions, which Iran has 
to clarify.”32  
 
Furthermore, Moscow is concerned that Iran’s missile program provides a 
justification for American missile defense plans and is thus potentially detrimental 
to other Russian interests. For that reason, Russia, and especially the military, tends 
to downplay the significance of Iran’s achievements. Without a solution in sight, 
Moscow is marking time, all the while carefully balancing the many contradictory 
impulses that underlie its position. 
 
 

                                                        
32 “Iran Dolzhen Ubedit ‘Shesterku’ v Mirnom Kharaktere Svoego Atoma” [Iran Must Convince the 
Group of Six in the Peaceful Nature of Its Nuclear Program], RIA-Novosti, April 9, 2009. 
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