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The Disquieting Voice of Russian Resentment 

FREDERICK P. A. HAMMERSEN

From Parameters, Summer 1998, pp. 39-55.

Foreword: Some American readers may wonder if this article is a caricature of the Russians, thinking that surely no
one would still talk like this. Likewise, some might wonder if this really represents the views of the "man in the street"
in St. Petersburg or Irkutsk or Khabarovsk. In fact, it does not represent the concerns of the average Russian citizen.
However, it is important to note that for at least the last 1000 years, the views of the man in the street have counted for
little with those who actually make and implement Russian policy. In the fictional monologue that follows, every effort
has been made to portray accurately, based on official and other statements, the views of many of the senior
decisionmakers in the Kremlin and in the Duma. Let us consider, then, through the eyes and voice of a Russian
military officer, Russia's reaction to the expansion of NATO.--Author

Comrades, as an officer and a member of the State Duma, it is a great pleasure to be able to present to the Anti-
NATO Faction of the Duma,[1] as you requested, an assessment on the military dangers posed to the Motherland by
the aggressive eastward expansion of NATO into the territory of our former allies.

You have heard the leaders of the government declare that no country or group of countries poses a threat to us at this
time,[2] and watched as they have used this to justify the virtual destruction of our armed forces. The comments of
these politicians are clever, ignoring as they do the fact that our military doctrine differentiates between "military
threat" and "military danger." As you know, Comrades, the term "military threat" is limited to those nations or
alliances in geographic proximity to Russia who have an offensive capability and an offensive intent.[3] Even with the
full resources of the former KGB, it was always difficult to determine NATO's true intentions, so they are correct to
say that we cannot determine accurately whether it poses a "military threat." However, the fundamental lesson of the
Cold War years was that military capabilities, rather than political intent, are what must be taken into account.
Capabilities take years to evolve, while intent can change overnight.[4]

The second term, "military danger," is the proper description for countries or alliances in geographic proximity to
Russia which have offensive capability.[5] As you requested, Comrades, this briefing rightly covers the "military
danger" posed by the enlarged NATO, focusing on the offensive capabilities of an alliance that is now positioned much
closer than ever to Russia. It is only prudent that we focus our assessment on the danger that these capabilities pose to
our Motherland. It is heartening to realize that--despite all the attempts by the government to portray our national
situation as devoid of danger--there is universal opposition across our entire political spectrum to NATO's aggressive
expansion into our legitimate sphere of interest.[6] Though the collapse of virtually every social security system in the
country means that many of our countrymen are so busy trying to make ends meet that they have no time to realize our
peril, it is also clear that most influential leaders still realize that the American-led NATO is the greatest threat we
face.[7]

To the everlasting glory of our Motherland, we have taken unprecedented steps since 1987 to reduce the tensions that
the world had faced following the end of the Great Patriotic War. As the Defense Minister has recently said, our
country has fulfilled all international treaties and obligations that we inherited from the Soviet Union--and has even
put forth new initiatives in the fields of nuclear security and arms reductions.[8] Compared to Soviet times, the armed
forces of the Ministry of Defence have shrunk from 5.2 million soldiers to approximately 1.2 million, the number of
tank, motorized rifle, and airborne divisions has declined from 211 to fewer than 60 (half of which are mobilization
units), and the defence budget has been cut by almost 80 percent.[9] NATO statements about how much those
countries have reduced their armed forces under the CFE Treaty ring hollow compared to the reductions we have
made. When you recall the forces defending the Motherland just a decade ago, we have cut 85 percent of our armored
vehicles, more than 60 percent of our artillery, more than 50 percent of our combat aircraft, and more than 40 percent



of our naval surface combatants.[10] However, these sincere efforts to reduce tensions and hostilities were not met
with reciprocal peaceful steps, but with insults and injuries.

Despite the fact that the dismantling of the Cold War systems began with unilateral Soviet initiatives, the Americans
boasted that they had "won" the war. The West required us to stand by idly while Russian minorities in the Baltics
faced harsh discrimination. The West promised a utopia if we abandoned Communism and embraced capitalism, but
we found ourselves faced with declining living standards, reduced international prestige, and the criminalization of our
society. The West promised to aid us in converting our economy, but its aid has been paltry. While America poured
two percent of its GDP into the reconstruction of Europe after World War II, it has never committed more than 0.005
percent of its GDP to aid the new, democratic Russia. Western investment in Russia is still only one-tenth of that in
China.[11] By now it must be clear to even the most ardent fan of the West that America has decided that a strong
Russia, capable of standing up for its own interests, is something that must be prevented at all costs.[12]

As you recall, the Motherland's first echelon of strategic defense previously consisted of our four Groups of Forces in
Central Europe. These were the best-equipped and best-trained units in the Soviet military. Behind these, the second
strategic echelon comprised the six westernmost Military Districts, from the Baltic MD in the north through the
Belarussian, Carpathian, Kiev, and Odessa MDs, and into the Transcaucasus MD in the south.[13]

In 1989, we unilaterally agreed to begin the complete withdrawal of our Groups of Forces from the fraternal socialist
states of Central Europe.[14] The Americans did not reciprocate by withdrawing their forces from Western Europe. As
part of the agreement under which we allowed the reunification of Germany (and for the united Germany to remain in
NATO), Chancellor Kohl and other Western leaders promised not to expand NATO eastwards.[15] They have
repeatedly demonstrated that these promises were meaningless. By 1991, the Warsaw Pact had disintegrated and all
four of our Groups of Forces had been withdrawn to the western Military Districts. In exchange for this unilateral
withdrawal from our first strategic echelon, the leaders of these former "allies" agreed to remain neutral.[16] By the
end of that year, the Soviet Union had come apart, and the Motherland lost her second strategic echelon. Our most
capable units were suddenly in the newly independent states that we call the Near Abroad. For the first time since
1943, the Moscow Military District became our front line of defence.[17] However, even with the demise of the so-
called "Soviet threat," NATO remained a predominantly military alliance.

Given the fact that Russia will be unable to project military power beyond our state borders for at least a decade, the
decision to expand NATO aggressively to the east to "enhance stability" and "improve security" against a threat that
does not exist can only be viewed as anti-Russian.[18] NATO's leaders conveniently ignore the fact that "security" and
"stability" are not synonymous. By definition, stability is inclusive--every country in Europe should be offered the
opportunity to enjoy stable political, economic, and defensive systems which are integrated. Security, however, is by
definition exclusive--NATO is trying to "secure" Eastern Europe from some external threat, and Russia finds itself on
the outside. NATO continues to ignore the warnings of Russian leaders that its expansion into our traditional legitimate
sphere of interest to "secure" Eastern Europe against the so-called Russian bear will inevitably lead to the very
instability it professes to want to avoid.[19]

Comrades, it is not that we want NATO to dissolve. Years ago a Western statesman said that the three missions of
NATO were to "keep Russia out, the US in, and Germany down." The first two missions have been accomplished.
Given the current weakness of our Motherland, we have a vested interest in seeing that NATO continues to accomplish
the third. It is not so much that we fear the Bundeswehr invading our Motherland, but the Bundesbank dictating what
we will be able to do in the future. We need a functioning NATO as a political entity to keep the newer, larger, more
powerful Germany well under control--but NATO need not expand to do this. In fact, a larger NATO is less likely to
be effective in this respect.[20]

We have repeatedly stated that NATO is anachronistic in today's world. The idea that Europe--which now includes
more than 50 nations--should have its security issues decided by an organization that represents only 16 nations and
under the leadership of a country not even in Europe, makes no sense. It would be much better if the security of
Europe should be under the supervision of an international body that includes all the countries of Europe--like the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe--rather than one dominated by the United States.[21]



Our representatives have repeatedly tried to prevent the splitting of Europe's strategic space into counterpoised poles.
The NATO apologists, however, are set on rebuilding a new dividing line--but only after they have moved it a few
hundred kilometers farther to the east.[22]

We are constantly told that we have nothing to fear. We are told that NATO is not just a military alliance, but a
political one in which decisions to act are taken only after approval by all the national parliaments, and that this means
public debate before action is taken. Where was the parliamentary or public debate when NATO made the military
decision to bomb our brother Slavs in Serbia in 1995? These massive air strikes were all out of proportion to the so-
called provocation and had nothing to do with the withdrawal of UN peacekeepers or the lifting of blockades around
the security zones. They were clearly designed solely to cripple the Serbian army. Likewise, where was the
parliamentary or public debate when NATO decided to deploy an Implementation Force of three divisions to
Yugoslavia for a "temporary" peacekeeping mission--and then decided to extend that mission with a so-called
Stabilization Force? NATO is rapidly moving to replace the UN as the world's decisionmaking body and to ensure that
Russia has neither input nor veto. NATO has proven that it is neither impartial in its actions nor inclined to have
military operations impeded by inconvenient debate.[23] Unfortunately, by the time the pro-Westerner Kozyrev was
finally dismissed from the Foreign Ministry in January 1996, his naive beliefs about the West had seriously undercut
our ability to defend Russia.

Rather than disbanding, NATO has now offered membership to three of our former allies. No one seriously thinks that
these countries want to join NATO as a political organization--they want the security guarantees of the US nuclear
umbrella. Unfortunately, this means that NATO will share a common border with Mother Russia, not only for a few
miles on the far flanks of the northern tip of the Kola Peninsula or across the Black Sea, as was the case before 1991,
but also against the Kaliningrad Oblast, our only ice-free port on the Baltic Sea. NATO forces will soon be only a few
hundred kilometers from the western border of the Moscow Military District. As our military spending has dropped to
a fraction of what it was, NATO is telling the Hungarians that they should double their defence budget to meet the
standards of membership in the Alliance.

Yet even this is not enough for NATO. Its arms industries, shaken by the loss in military orders due to the end of the
Cold War, are anxious to sew up new markets in Central and Eastern Europe.[24] Comrades, such a move would
effectively spell the end of the ability of our Motherland to maintain the military industrial complex that we will need
to reassert our rightful role in the world. The destruction of our own country's military by Yeltsin's government has
forced many of our factories to turn to the export market to survive. Without Central and Eastern European countries
turning to these factories for replacement parts for their tanks, artillery pieces, helicopters, and aircraft, many will
simply shut their doors, throwing thousands of workers out into the streets. Do you think it is just a coincidence that
luring our former allies to purchase Western weapon systems will also just happen to ensure that Russia's armament
industry is driven into a deeper crisis?

Not satisfied with this provocation, NATO promises to extend its reach not only to the rest of the former Warsaw Pact
states. The Alliance also wants to expand to include such former Soviet republics as Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.
This would put NATO forces within 75 miles of St. Petersburg. Again, where is the debate of this momentous issue in
the Western parliaments? If we allow that to happen, where will the Alliance stop its expansionist grab? Will it
eventually want to incorporate Ukraine and the Central Asian states to complete its encirclement of Russia? NATO is
already demonstrating its desire to penetrate these areas and threaten our southern flanks. In 1997 NATO forces
conducted a major naval exercise in the Black Sea--including combined operations with the Ukrainian navy.[25] The
Americans also flew elements of their 82d Airborne Division from Fort Bragg, North Carolina, to Turkmenistan for a
"peacekeeping exercise." What sort of peacekeeping operation requires American paratroopers to fly 13 hours and
conduct a combat parachute jump into a former Soviet republic?[26]

The fact is that the West is again trying to isolate Russia from its legitimate sphere of geopolitical interest--to encircle
us and achieve overwhelming strategic superiority.[27] They ignore the fact that our influence on this region did not
begin after our defeat of the fascists during the Great Patriotic War in 1945, nor even with the Great October Socialist
Revolution in 1917. We all know, Comrades, that the Russian army had conquered the tribes of the North Caucasus
before the United States ever existed. Poland became part of Russia in 1772-95 during the reign of Catherine the Great.
Central Asia was incorporated into the Russian Empire between 1815 and 1876--the same time as the Americans were



settling their western plains. How would America react if Texas and California were declared to be no longer in the
"legitimate sphere of interest" of the United States, since they once belonged to Mexico--or if we demanded the return
of Alaska?

The West does not limit itself to ignored pledges or political insults. Western nations are taking specific steps to cut us
off from our historic spheres of geopolitical influence. One example is the attempts by Western governments and their
oil companies to divert the Caspian Sea's oil and natural gas to pipelines over which we will have no control. Another
is the attempt to lure not only our neighbors in the Caucasus and Central Asia, but even those in the Far Eastern region
of the Russian Federation itself with promises of lucrative funds if they will only sign over control of our natural fuel
reserves to foreign companies.[28] The Security Council has approved an energy security doctrine which clearly
stipulates that access to the energy reserves of the Caspian basin and Central Asia is central to safeguarding the
national security of our Motherland, and we must maintain a say in the production, processing, and transportation of
energy throughout the Near Abroad.[29] The Americans and their allies shipped more than a half million soldiers
halfway around the world to fight a war in the Persian Gulf to ensure they had access to oil. By what right can the
West conspire to deny us access to energy resources in the Near Abroad?

To add insult to injury, NATO treats Russia as if she were nothing more than a fourth-rate power. If NATO were truly
interested in founding a new security system to ensure peace in Europe, then why is Russia's counsel not sought and
her opinion dismissed so lightly? Rather than being offered a membership in such a security system, Russia is offered
only the so-called "Partnership for Peace"--a "junior NATO" for former Communist countries in which Russia is
treated no differently from Albania or Estonia.[30] Our efforts to establish a special bilateral relationship have been
rebuffed with the sop of the "Founding Act Between Russia and NATO." The pretext given is that NATO does not
wish to insult or offend any of its other new partners by treating Russia as the great power that she is. But NATO does
not hesitate to insult and offend Russia.

Comrades, it is clear that the West has no intention of affording our Motherland the respect she is rightly due. The
Western states never dared to act this way in the past. Looking at recent history, we see that their change in demeanor
is directly in proportion to the deteriorating correlation of forces over the past decade. NATO seeks to perpetuate this
state of affairs by insisting that the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty be left virtually unchanged. This treaty is
another anachronism of the Cold War years. It was negotiated when there were two major blocs facing each other
across the so-called Iron Curtain and signed in 1992 just as the USSR was disintegrating. The only bloc left is NATO-
-and Russia now finds herself facing that Alliance virtually alone. The West admits that the Cold War days are long
gone, but insists on keeping the limits imposed on Mother Russia. Russia is even limited on where we can station our
armed forces in our own country--an indignity not imposed on any current NATO member or any of the nations
invited to join the Alliance during the Madrid summit! Could you imagine the outcry that would be raised if we
dictated how many forces the Americans could station along their border with Mexico? To make matters even worse,
the expansion of NATO into the former fraternal socialist countries of Central Europe will tip the balance even further
against us.

During the long years that we protected the Great October Socialist Revolution from the imperialists, our armed forces
developed excellent scientific tools to measure the correlation of forces. However, it is unnecessary to use these to
demonstrate the current disparity. We can use figures prepared within the NATO Alliance itself. The Armed Forces
University of the Federal Republic of Germany developed a means to calculate the probability of successful defence,
and applied it to 50 different conflict scenarios between NATO and Russia. As shown in Figure 1, the CFE Treaty
ensured virtual parity between NATO and the former Warsaw Pact in the area from the Atlantic to the Urals. The
Warsaw Pact had a 99 percent probability of successfully defending against a NATO attack at the end of the Cold
War--and NATO had a similar probability of successful defence.

- Offensive : Defensive
Combat Power Ratio

Probability of
Successful Defence



Threat Victim
Land

Forces Only
Land + Air

Forces
Land

Forces Only
Land + Air

Forces

NATO
(End of Cold War)

Warsaw Pact
(End of Cold War)

0.82 : 1 0.82 : 1 99% 99%

Warsaw Pact
(End of Cold War)

NATO
(End of Cold War)

0.91 : 1 0.92 : 1 99% 99%

NATO (Today) Russia (Today) 2.41 : 1 3.78 : 1 46% 1%

Russia (Today) NATO (Today) 0.31 : 1 0.20 : 1 100% 100%

NATO + Visegrad*
Russia

(WOU Only**)
2.91 : 1 5.18 : 1 36% 0%

NATO + Visegrad
Russia

+ 25% EOU***
2.09 : 1 2.95 : 1 69% 34%

NATO + Visegrad
Russia

+ 50% EOU
1.63 : 1 2.05 : 1 89% 71%

NATO + Visegrad
Russia

+ 100% EOU
1.13 : 1 1.27 : 1 98% 97%

* The Visegrad countries include Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia.[31]
** Includes only those forces stationed west of the Urals (WOU) under the CFE Treaty.
***Includes all forces west of the Urals and percentages shown of those stationed east of the Urals (EOU).

Figure 1. The threat to Russia today, compared to that at the end of the Cold War.

However, the objective truth has changed. As you can see, NATO now has nearly a 4:1 superiority over Russia in the
correlation of forces. As a result, the German study shows that our forces west of the Urals currently have only a one
percent chance of successfully defending against a conventional NATO ground and air attack. Once NATO expands,
the correlation of land and air forces against us rises to more than 5:1, and our chance of a successful defence falls to
zero. You know full well that our doctrine requires a 90 percent probability of success in defending the Motherland
from aggression. We could achieve only this if we had sufficient time to mobilize and deploy 100 percent of our
forces currently stationed east of the Urals.[32] Of course, this would leave Siberia and the Far East completely
defenseless. Yet Western propaganda machines are trying to convince our leaders and our people that we face no
military danger from NATO. How would they feel in Brussels or London or Washington if the Warsaw Pact had
survived the fall of NATO and enlarged to the point where their individual countries had less than a one percent



chance of repelling an attack?

As you know, by 1993, the objective reality of our inferiority in conventional forces required us to abandon our pledge
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.[33] For the foreseeable future, only nuclear weapons provide us the ability
to deter any potential foes from taking advantage of our temporary weaknesses. In the early 1950s, as the countries of
Central Europe decided to join the progressive forces represented by the Soviet Union, NATO forward-deployed
American nuclear weapons, arguing that its members could not afford the conventional forces needed to deter an
attack by the Warsaw Pact. Now, with NATO rapidly advancing its borders to the east, we must reconsider our
unilateral pledge to withdraw all our tactical nuclear weapons from our naval forces and from our forward bases. Only
these weapons can provide a credible deterrent force to forestall any ill-considered adventurism by those in the West
who seek to ensure that our present situation becomes a permanent state of inferiority.

But we cannot take too much comfort in our nuclear deterrent force. Even more dangerous than the imbalance in
conventional forces is that in nuclear weapons. NATO now has a clear-cut superiority in both tactical and strategic
forces.[34] While we have destroyed our intermediate-range nuclear weapons, we now find that NATO will soon be
able to attack Moscow and St. Petersburg using tactical aircraft operating from airfields in Poland. NATO refuses to
guarantee that it will never station nuclear-capable forces there, saying only that it has "no intention, no plan, and no
reason" to do so. Comrades, history has shown that "intentions" can change and "plans" can be quickly developed. We
have only to remember what happened on 22 June 1941, when the armies of a former so-called "ally," who had
benefited from a nonaggression pact with us, crashed across the border and fought to within sight of the spires of
Moscow. Twenty million Russians died as a result. The reality, from our perspective, is that tactical aircraft capable of
carrying nuclear weapons or modern precision-guided munitions can now be based less than an hour's flight from
Moscow and St. Petersburg. This puts us in a position where the time to assess a potentially hostile situation and adopt
a sensible solution is reduced to a minimum or disappears altogether.[35]

The situation is no better at the strategic level. As you know, Comrades, our strategic nuclear bombers, submarines,
and missile forces are rapidly deteriorating. Strategic systems are being withdrawn at a rate much faster than was
originally planned.[36] The Minister himself has stated that in a few years we will have fewer than 2000 warheads
with which to deter our opponents,[37] well below the level of the proposed START III Treaty. Even this number may
be optimistic. The strategic aviation forces of the Russian Air Force are practically nonexistent, less than one-fourth of
our ballistic missile submarines are capable of combat duty, two-thirds of the satellites that had been the responsibility
of our Military Space Forces are beyond their normal operational life, and our early warning system is outdated. At the
present rate, by 2010 it is quite likely that we will have only 1500 warheads.[38] Yet our proposal to agree now to cut
US and Russian strategic nuclear arsenals to 1500 each has been ignored, as has our unilateral decision to reduce our
nuclear arsenal by one-third.[39] In fact, the US Congress has gone so far as to forbid the US military to reduce its
strategic arsenal below the levels of START I until we ratify the flawed provisions of START II--despite the
American President's assurances that he would be willing to negotiate lower levels of nuclear weapons.[40] How
would the American Senate react if we tried to blackmail its members into ratifying a treaty with which they
disagreed?

Comrades, we must seriously ask ourselves what we will do if the Americans decide to unilaterally withdraw from the
1972 ABM Treaty in the year 2010. By that time, our Motherland will no longer have sufficient forces to assure that
we could overcome even a modified Star Wars system, and the United States and NATO may expose Russia to
nuclear blackmail with impunity.[41]

As we look westwards, we find ourselves dramatically outnumbered in conventional forces; facing the prospect that
aircraft capable of carrying nuclear weapons or modern precision-guided munitions could suddenly be stationed within
striking distance of our major cities; and unable to deter the Americans with our strategic nuclear systems.

The situation is obviously bleak, Comrades. President Yeltsin and his so-called "reformers" have shown themselves
not very serious when the reform in question concerns our Motherland's armed forces. In fact, they cannot even
provide the funds that the Duma has approved in the defense budget. In 1997, the Defence Ministry received only 49
percent of the amount the Duma allocated; in the first quarter of 1998, it received only 33 percent of the allocated
amount. And the defense budget this year has dropped to only $13.4 billion--a fraction of that of Germany, England,



or even Italy. Yeltsin and his government have yet to explain where they will get the billions of rubles needed for the
destruction of chemical weapons, strategic missiles taken out of service under the provisions of the START Treaty,
and conventional weapons withdrawn under the CFE Treaty.[42] The Russian military is rapidly losing the ability to
defend the vital strategic interests of the Motherland.

NATO's budgets are staggering by comparison. NATO spends ten times as much as Russia per soldier, and 35 times as
much on force modernization. NATO's defense purchasing power dwarfs what Russia can afford.[43] Last year, only
16 percent of the money allocated for military research and development reached its destination, and only 13 percent
of arms purchase funds was even released. Things are not likely to get better before 2005.[44]

Even more chilling is the fact that the danger is not limited to the overt and aggressive expansion of NATO. One need
only look to the south and consider what will happen if Iran or Afghanistan or Pakistan or Turkey continues its
support of movements and policies which destabilize our allies in Central Asia and the North Caucasus.[45] Looking
beyond the Urals, we must contemplate the continued strengthening of our neighbors--and compare that to the few
forces we have defending the resources of Siberia and the Far East. We assess that by 2005 China will have become
the strongest power in the Asia-Pacific region.[46]

However, that is still in the future. NATO currently is the only country or alliance that poses a military danger of great
magnitude to our country. The "worst-case scenario" of a hostile NATO bolstered by some of our former Warsaw Pact
allies[47] is becoming a reality. What can we do? In the near term, there is nothing that will be effective. Though
almost half of our military requirements still revolve around contingency planning for a major war with the United
States and NATO,[48] we are far too weak to bring about the end of the NATO military alliance by direct military
confrontation. Even if we were much stronger, such a strategy would prove counterproductive. It is an unfortunate fact
that some of our actions in opposing NATO's expansion had the effect of accelerating Polish efforts to gain
membership in the Alliance.[49] It would be far better to appear completely benign, while enhancing our efforts to
depict the United States' monopoly on global power as generally unwelcome. There are many other nations willing to
join us in this view. Our success late in 1997 in preventing the Americans from resorting to force against Iraq is a good
example of how we can divide the United States from its allies-- especially those in NATO.[50]

Likewise, we must continue to develop our own relationships with our historic partners--such as China, Iraq, Iran, the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea, and Libya--who can help counterbalance the military danger posed by NATO
and by America's global hegemony.[51] Comrades, I urge you not to underestimate the importance of such
relationships, especially with China and Iran. NATO would be unable to consider actions against our Motherland
without also considering the reaction of such allies. We should also continue to encourage the sale of Russian weapon
systems to such countries as Cyprus, Iraq, Syria, and Bosnia. We have already seen that actions such as the sale of the
S-300 air defense missile system to Cyprus have exposed the fragility of the Alliance now that the "Russian threat" has
vanished. We should also work bilaterally with individual NATO nations on projects of common interest. To date, our
initiatives with France and Germany, both bilaterally and as a troika of the three major European powers, are paying
great dividends.

To counterbalance American hegemony, we must also work with our partners in the Commonwealth of Independent
States to ensure that we are as integrated as possible, both economically and politically, and able to take our rightful
place in the international community.[52] After all, these countries have much more in common with Russia than with
any other country,[53] not only in how their military forces are trained and equipped, but in everything about the
structure of their political and economic system, as well as a common history and culture.

For now we have no choice but to rely on our remaining nuclear forces to deter any adventurism by the West. This was
clearly the focus of the reform measures implemented during 1997.[54] By ensuring that our forces pose no overt
threat to NATO, we can prevent the Western nations from increasing their own forces. The cost of expanding NATO
will soon enough become a reality for the taxpayers of the West--most of whom would prefer that those funds be spent
on reducing unemployment, cutting taxes, or improving other social benefits in their own countries.

In the meantime, it is appropriate that we continue to limit our participation in the so-called "Partnership for Peace."
You are well aware that this is, in fact, nothing more than an opportunity for Western intelligence agents to gain access



to our military. Most of my fellow officers believe that PfP is simply an endless series of irrelevant, expensive
exercises which at best produce very little and at worst produce embarrassing humiliation for our decimated and
impoverished forces.[55] Likewise, the Russian-NATO Permanent Joint Council does not give us an adequate
decisionmaking role in matters that affect our national security. However, we must continue our efforts to control the
agenda of that council, and through that, to influence the agenda of the NATO Alliance as a whole. It also provides us
a venue for presenting persuasive arguments to those NATO nations with which we have developed bilateral
relationships[56] in order to convince them that NATO's expansion will simply polarize and destabilize Europe, while
strengthening America's hegemonic role.

For the time being, therefore, our contacts with NATO should continue to be formally correct and take advantage of
every opportunity. We should ensure that only the most reliable officers are assigned as liaisons to the various NATO
headquarters. Attendance at Western military courses should be restricted to ensure that the officers sent are not
recruited by their intelligence services. Of course, once these officers return to Russia, we must continue to be very
watchful, and to ensure that they do not have access to sensitive information or critical posts.[57] Later, after we have
rebuilt our armed forces, NATO will begin to treat us with the dignity that we are due.

We must also continue to demand the modernization of the CFE Treaty. This past summer, we proved that we could
make NATO "blink," as they say in the West. The NATO nations demonstrated a willingness to grant concessions
rather than risk having us completely withdraw from the treaty.[58] However, the revision to the stationing limits on
the flanks does not solve the overall imbalance in the correlation of forces. We must continue to work with those
Western nations which have shown their willingness to accept that changes in the CFE Treaty are not only essential to
bring it in line with the objective realities of the modern world, but also necessary and inevitable. NATO will
eventually concede rather than risk our withdrawal from the treaty. Should it not concede, we will be able to reposition
our forces from east of the Urals, which will put us in a stronger position to negotiate an entirely new treaty.

Many in this chamber have argued that we should refuse to ratify the START II Treaty.[59] They are correct when
they say it would be less expensive to extend the lifespan of our current arsenal of heavy R-36M2 missiles with
multiple warheads than to deploy even 90 of the new Topol-M single-warhead missiles. They are also correct that we
should worry that the United States may unilaterally withdraw from the ABM Treaty once Russia destroys its MIRVed
missiles, leaving Russia in an extremely vulnerable position.[60] However, I must agree with the Defense Minister
when he stated his opinion that such thinking is wrongheaded. He and other experts have tried to convince the State
Duma to ratify this treaty quickly, and then to ratify START III. Our missiles are rapidly aging, and START III is the
only way that we will be able to ensure that the United States is forced to reduce its nuclear arsenal to the same lower
levels that we face.[61] Then, as we deploy the Topol-M intercontinental ballistic missile and the new Borey ballistic
missile submarine,[62] we will gradually be able to replace our aging strategic systems with more modern weapons
during the first decades of the next century without the concern about an overwhelming American strategic superiority.

Turning to internal matters, it is up to those of us who care about our nation to act now to preserve our ability to
defend the Motherland. The government has virtually abandoned the military. Comrades, you know that our armed
forces formerly operated under the strict civilian control of the Communist Party. This has now disappeared.[63] The
current government has proven itself both unwilling and unable to provide even the most basic support and leadership.
The recent attempt by President Yeltsin to reinvent his government will not solve these problems. The new prime
minister has no experience with military reform, nor interest in saving our armed forces or defending the Motherland.
These technocrats are only concerned with how they can make more money for themselves.

Furthermore, the government is trying to prevent members of our officer corps from expressing their opinions. Most of
our officers have no faith in the government, as shown by the rapid growth of the local collectives of Comrade General
Rokhlin's organization. At the same time, our best and brightest young officers are leaving the service in droves. The
government believes that so long as it can ensure that wages are paid from time to time, General Rokhlin's movement
will have no future.[64] Those who believe so seriously underestimate the depth of resentment within the officer corps.
We can use the government's fear of the military to pressure it to live up to its promises to provide for servicemen.

Over time, our armed forces will regain their strength. This has already begun. We are stripping away the outdated
vestiges of former times and keeping a small core of our most capable formations, and the core of our military-



industrial complex. We must also preserve large stockpiles of our most modern weapon systems.[65] This is not a new
phenomenon. Our army has undergone this process many times throughout history, beginning in the time of Ivan the
Great.[66] And as our resources grow, this core will provide the basis on which the Motherland's military can be
rebuilt. The weakness of the West is that its leaders think only about short-term results--what will gain them votes in
the next election. We know that our plan must be based on a slow but steady increase in capability for the next several
decades.

The fact remains that Russian is and always will be a great power. It occupies a strategic geographic location, has
immense resources, and cannot be ignored in Europe or Asia or the United Nations Security Council. Throughout
history, Mother Russia has recovered from far worse reverses--beginning before any Europeans even tried to settle in
North America when our forebears threw off the Mongol yoke in 1480. As in the past, we will eventually recover and
arise stronger than before.

Our leaders at all levels have repeatedly told our "partners" in the West that they can either have the "special
partnership with Russia" they say they desire, or they can expand NATO. But they cannot have both.[67] It is clear
that NATO has chosen expansion over any special relationship with us. For now, we are unable to prevent this, and we
will make the best of this bad situation. But we have made clear to the West that there will inevitably be consequences
for this ill-conceived act. Russians will never accept an arbitrary and unfair subordinate relationship forced on us by
those who seek to keep us from our rightful place on the world stage. We will bide our time and concentrate on
making the military reforms necessary to preserve our core strengths. Eventually our economy will recover, our
military will be rebuilt, and we will once again take our proper role in global affairs. When that time comes, we will
not forget those who have helped us, nor those who tried to kick us while we were down.

Epilogue

Returning to his office after addressing his comrades in the Duma, the General's eyes scanned the maps and pictures on
the walls. For as long as anyone could remember, the main threat to Mother Russia had come from the West. His
father had died in the defense of Stalingrad in 1942; his grandfather had been wounded during the Russo-Polish War
in 1920; his great-grandfather had fought the British and French invasion of the Crimea; and his ancestors had
defended Russia from Napoleon before that. In his heart, the General was sure that the West still posed a danger. He
knew that Russia needed time to rebuild its strength, and the price of buying that time was forging alliances with China
and other nations. But as he sat at his desk, his eyes wandered to the photograph of his son, now a captain serving in
the Far Eastern Military District along the Chinese border. For a dark moment, he worried about the price his children
and grandchildren would have to pay.
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