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I n the first post-cold war decade, the international system has experienced a
period of relative peace among the great powers not seen since the Concert of

Europe after the Napoleonic wars nearly two hundred years ago. The United
States is enjoying a period of international dominance even greater than that after
World War II, and there is no imaginable competitor on the horizon for at least a
decade or two. The most economically and technologically advanced countries
in Europe and Asia, which aligned with the United States during the cold war,
continue to ride the bandwagon of U.S. power. Imminent decisions that the Bush
administration will make on key security issues, including nuclear arms reduc-
tions, national missile defense, and further NATO expansion, will have consider-
able influence in shaping the policies of existing and emerging great powers with
ambivalent attitudes toward the United States-notably Russia, China, and India.
The system may look overwhelmingly unipolar today, but history suggests that
such moments are ephemeral, and we should expect and prepare for a more com-
plex and perhaps dangerous multipolarity to emerge in the first quarter of the new
century.1 Russia, China, and India all express support for a multipolar interna-
tional system not dominated by the United States, and rhetorical support for mul-
tipolarity has been a staple of joint statements issued in recent years after Rus-
sian summits with China and India.

In 1997, I concluded that the emergence of some kind of Eurasian, anti-Unit-
ed States security alliance led by Russia and China was a highly unlikely scenario
that could only come about as a result of "a series of major foreign and security
policy blunders by the United States and its allies."Z Reasonable people may dis-
agree about the wisdom of the U.S.-British bombing of Iraq in December 1998,
the expansion of NATO's membership and mission, and the 1999 Kosovo war,
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but the net result is further alienation of Russia from the West-which has been
codified in Russia's foreign and security policy doctrines enunciated in 2000.3 In
December 1998, just after the Anglo-American bombing of Iraq, then-Russian
foreign ministerYevgeny Primakov, in New Delhi, broached the vague notion of
a "strategic triangle" composed of Russia, China, and India that would serve as
a stabilizing force in international security.4 The proposal was not received with
great enthusiasm in either Beijing or New Delhi, and most Western commenta-
tors similarly did not take it very seriously for a number of reasons. A triangular
strategic alliance is not imminent, but the coincidence of interests among China,
Russia, and India has grown in the past three years. For Russia, the "strategic part-
nerships" it is developing bilaterally with China and India constitute increasing-
ly important components of its overall foreign policy.

Before discussing the significance of Russia's strategic partnerships wiith
China and India, 1 must point out the obvious yet crucial point that Russia today
enjoys no alliance relationship with any state rernotely resembling a great power.
Not lince the short-lived Sino-Soviet alliance of the 1950s has Moscow embraced
another great power in an alliance relationship, and lince the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact Russia has been bereft of alliance partners except among failing or
deeply troubled states. In the wake of the collapse of the former Soviet Union and
the founding of the independent Russian Federation, Russian liberals, including
many in the Yeltsin government, anticipated, if not an alliance, then a close part-
nership between the United States and Russia that would provide a stable foun-
dation for a "new world order," to borrow the rhetoric of the first Bush adminis-
tration. Those hopes foundered on the shoals of Russia's traumatic domestic
economic plight and its opposition to numerous U.S. and NATO policies, most
notably in the Kosovo war in 1999.6

To date, Moscow has not been successful in shaping the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS) finto an effective alliance or even quasi alliance.On the
contrary, many of the states that are nominally members of the CIS Nave sought
to balance against the perceived hegemonic aspirations of Russia by expanding
ties with NATO's Partnership for Peace, and in the cases of Georgia, Ukraine,
Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, and Moldova, by establishing an alternative regional
organizational structure, GUUAM. For a country like the United States, with
strong alliance relations with powerful states, it is easy to be dismissive of the
more vague notion of "strategic partnerships." But for Russia, they are very sig-
nificant relationships, and they merit careful attention. U.S. policymakers run
considerable risk of damaging the national interests of the United States either by
dismissing Russia's evolving strategic partnerships as insignificant or by overes-
timating the potential threat they pose to U.S. interests. The Russian leadership
has elevated some bilateral relationships to the level of "strategic partnership"
because of perceived long-term and important shared interests; they are not nec-
essarily directed against a third party. The proliferation of strategic partnerships
on the part of Russia and other powers (including the United States) also reflects
an international system in transition. It is possible that some of these relationships
could evolve into tighter alliances, but that is certainly not clear at this point.8
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Like the United States and indeed much of the rest of the world, Russia has
adjusted fitfully to the uncertain realities of the post-cold war international sys-
tem. But unlike the United States, Russia has struggled with this adjustment from
a position of great relative weakness. Not surprisingly, with the era of bipolar con-
frontation and condominium over, Russia has evinced more interest in multilat-
eral security arrangements as a means to ensure that Moscow's voice is heard.
The new Foreign Policy Concept acknowledges the economic constraints that for
the foreseeable future restrict Russia to a more modest status as a multiregional
power. With the exception of its strategic nuclear forces, Russia no longer has the
means to compete with the United States as a global power. Russia has for the
past decade behaved more as a status quo power that seeks to hold back the tide
of U.S. power and maintain some leverage in Asia and Europe by reaching out to
a multiplicity of partners in an omnidirectional fashion.9 With his youth, vigor,
and steely-eyed determination, Vladimir Putin has re-energized this policy with
his peripatetic meeting schedule with foreign leaders. And although Moscow
seeks to counter U.S. unilateralism, its overall policy orientation is not inherent-
ly anti-United States and certainly should not be construed as more broadly anti-
Western. We should not conflate opposition to deployment of a national missile
defense or to NATO expansion to a neo-cold war confrontational status. Russia's
foreign policy is far more complex, and its views on the United States vary on
different issues and in different regions. For example, in recent years Moscow has
tended to view U.S.-led alliances in Asia far more favorably than it has viewed
NATO, because most of the Russian foreign policy elite has tended to see the
United States as a status quo power in Asia and U.S.-led alliances there as a good
hedge on China and on possible Japanese militarization.10

Russia 's Strategic Partnerships with China and India

The Sino-Russian strategic partnership predates the Indo-Russian strategic part-
nership, which was finally realized with President Vladimir Putin's trip to India
in October 2000. In the first half of the 1990s, the United States and the Russian
Federation described their relationship as a strategic partnership, but by the end
of the decade this term was discredited in both Washington and Moscow. Since
coming to power in January 2000, President Putin and his administration have
increasingly referred to the European Union and/or Europe as a strategic partner,
but that relationship has not been endorsed in official documents in the same way
as Russia's relationships with China and India.

The Sino-Russian and Indo-Russian relationships share a number of common
features, but there are some important differences as well. In each case there is
strong rhetorical support for a multipolar world order not dominated by the Unit-
ed States. As a declining power-experiencing, in fact, the most rapid and pre-
cipitous decline in peacetime in modem history-Russia is coming from a very
different place in supporting multipolarity than are rising powers like China and
India. Russia has witnessed its power and significance erode tremendously in the
last decade, while the United States has enjoyed nearly a decade of unprecedent-
ed economic growth. Russia warily regards globalization as a fig leaf for the
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extension of U.S. hegemony throughout the world. U.S. economic strength is out-
stripped only by its military advantages, and the Russians can find no comfort in
comparing the performance of U.S. forces in Iraq and Kosovo with that of Rus-
sian forces in Chechnya in the 1990s. After the hopes of a U.S.-Russian partner-
ship dissipated with a series of disappointments in the last decade, former foreign
ministerYevgeny Primakov and the majority of the Russian foreign and security
policy elite increasingly supported Russia's strengthening its relations with
China, India, Iran, and major European powers to stem what Moscow views as
the overbearing dominance of the United States in international affairs.

Russia, China, and India all support an enhanced role for the United Nations,
and Russia has specifically endorsed India's candidacy to join the UN Security
Council." All three denounced the NATO action in Kosovo as a violation of inter-
national law since it did not receive a UN mandate.12 All three are also very sen-
sitive to violations of national sovereignty and are reluctant to support interna-
tional mediation of civil conflicts because of challenges to their own territorial
integrity in Taiwan, Kashmir, and Chechnya. Both Russia and China share a
strong aversion to U.S.-led alliances' taking such action, because to a greater or
lesser extent they fear the prospect of U.S. intervention in their own territory. Dur-
ing the Kosovo war, the sense grew among Russians that today NATO was tak-
ing action in Yugoslavia, but tomorrow it could be in Chechnya or elsewhere in
Russia. Although that seems quite unrealistic, the growing relationships of for-
mer Soviet republics such as Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and others with
NATO are viewed nearly unanimously by the Russian foreign and security poli-
cy elite as contradictory to Russian national interests.

For China, recovering Taiwan is about as high a policy priority as promot-
ing economic development. The prospect of U.S. intervention to support Tai-
wan in the event of a conflict is the most likely scenario for great power con-
flict in the early twenty-first century. China has regarded the broadening of the
geographical scope of the U.S.-Japanese security alliance at the end of the
1990s with the same trepidation with which Russia has viewed the expansion
of the NATO mission to include out-of-area activities. The most recent Chinese
white paper on national defense, issued in fall 2000, views the United States in
very threatening terms, and Chinese defense thinkers now talk more openly
about the increasing likelihood of conflict with the United States.' The Indi-
an/Pakistaní conflict over Kashmir may present the world's most imminent dan-
ger of nuclear conflict.

China, Russia, and India share sensitivities about Islamic threats, as each coun-
try has large Muslim populations and each shares borders with states containing
Muslim majorities. India has cause for the greatest concern because the Kashrnir
problem has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict with archrival Pak-
istan. In a little over fifty years since independence, India and Pakistan have
already fought three major wars against one another, and there has been contin-
uar fighting in Kashmir during at least the last decade. In the last two decades,
Russia has fought only Muslim foes. In Afghanistan in the 1980s and Chechnya
in the 1990s, Russian forces have performed poorly, and each war has sent shock
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waves through Russian society. With large Muslim populations reaching into the
heart of the Russian Federation in the Volga region, Russian sensitivities about
Islamic threats focus more on the potential for state disintegration than interstate
conflict. As China is the most ethnically homogeneous of the three states and its
Muslim population is more isolated in the west of China in Xinjiang Province,
China's concern about Islamic separatism is more muted than that of Russia and
India, but it is real nonetheless. In particular, all three governments fear that the
increasingly weak and failing states of Central Asia will serve as conduits for
more radical Muslim groups, terrorist activities, and drug trafficking, which will
erode their authority in peripheral territories. Each country also views
Afghanistan under the Taliban
as the dangerous hub of these
activities. "There are a number of indications

India and China have that the Putin administration has
increasingly relied on Russia as made a strategic decision to promote
a source of conventional

Russian arms sales more aggressively."
weapons and possibly other
weapons technologies. They are
the two biggest clients of the
struggling Russian military-
industrial complex-each now
purchases about $1 billion
worth of arms a year-and the relationships are growing. Since domestic Russian
procurement virtually dried up in the 1990s, arms sales to China and India are a
vital, if controversial, national security interest for Moscow. Three basic rationales
explain much of the Russian enthusiasm for arms sales to China, India, and oth-
ers-notably Iran, since Moscow's announcement in December 2000 of the deci-
sion to resume sales of conventional weapons to Tehran.

The first reason is simply economic. The Russian economy has floundered
badly lince the Soviet collapse (and before the collapse, for that matter), and aside
from natural resources, weapons systems are one of the few areas in which Rus-
sia can compete with some success in the global marketplace. The Russian mil-
itary-industrial complex also benefits from U.S. sanctions against sales to China
after the massacres at Tiananmen, to Iran for more than two decades after the
hostage crisis, and to India after its nuclear tests in 1998. In 2000, Russian arms
sales amounted to about $4 billion, which represents a modest increase over the
previous five years, when arms deliveries averaged a bit over $3 billion. Even at
$4 billion, Russian arms sales amount to only about 15 percent of U.S. arms trans-
fers, and they run considerably behind France's and Great Britain's.14 This is a
far cry from the height of Soviet arms sales in the 1980s, but much of that income
existed only on paper, as many Soviet clients were unable or unwilling to pay in
hard currency or the equivalent. Still, the basic story for Russian arms sales after
the collapse of the USSR is one of massive market loss. Powerful domestic indus-
trial and institutional lobbies, including the Ministry of Atomic Energy, strongly
promote Russian weapons systems and related technologies sales.
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The second reason is also economic, but with a national security slant. Because
Russian procurement nearly carne to a standstill in the last decade, without sales
abroad the struggling Russian military-industrial complex would have collapsed
entirely. In 1999 and 2000, Russian arms sales averaged about four times the level
of domestic procurement.11 For Russia, losing all of the human and industrial cap-
ital invested over many decades in the Soviet weapons complex would have cat-
astrophic implications for future Russian national security. No doubt excessive
allocations to the military during the Soviet period were a major factor in Soviet
economic decline and consequently detrimental for long-term national security.
But even the most liberally inclined Russians understand that Russia must main-
tain a military-industrial complex, albeit one that commands a far smaller portion
of the national product than in Soviet days. Already the erosion of their military-
industrial complex raises serious questions about Russia's ability to deliver on
arms sales agreements, as increasingly Moscow is offering to sell new systems,
such as the Su-30MKI superfighter, that have not gone into serial production
before.I6 Most of the conventional arms transfers in the 1990s consisted of off-
the-shelf systems that had been in production for years. Although Russian enter-
prises can still build impressive prototypes, the subcontracting networks of the
Soviet military-industrial complex have deteriorated to the extent that serial pro-
duction is very difficult.

The third rationale is directly tied to Russian perceptions of its medium- and
long-term security interests, which must be defined to some extent by geography.
Although international security may not fully subscribe to the first three rules of
real estate, "location, location, location," Russians have historically and cultural-
ly attached great importance to the role of geography, and alter the ideologically
imponed hiatus of the cold war, the study of geopolitics has once again become
quite popular in Russia.I7 Russia is surrounded by a belt of weak, and in many
cases failing, states to the west and south (former Soviet republics), and just
beyond the territory of the former Soviet Union are rising powers China and India
and other states with regional aspirations such as Pakistan, Iran, and Iraq; these
states have varying interests in international stability and the international system
as currently construed. Russia has chosen to use its role as a supplier of weapon-
ry as a means to maintain some leverage and influence on the rise to power of
many of these states. In an ideal world Russia would probably prefer to be sur-
rounded by countries that did not seek to develop weapons of mass destruction and
their means of delivery, and the official Russian position supporting the nonpro-
liferation regime is not exactly disingenuous. But the reality is that Russia is not
surrounded by, let's say, Canada, Mexico, and two huge oceans, but rather by a
number of countries that have developed or likely will develop weapons of mass
destruction and their means of delivery. By maintaining a shadowy role on the
periphery of those weapons programs, Russia rnaintains some control over their
development as well as knowledge about their status. Thinking hypothetically, if
you are in Moscow and you have concluded that Iran will eventually, with or with-
out your involvement, develop weapons of mass destruction, the rationale for some
degree of involvement becomes more understandable. Determining precisely what
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that role is without access to classified intelligence reports is virtually impossible,
and even with such access, reaching clear conclusions must not be an easy task.18

The combination of the economic and national security factors driving Rus-
sian weapons and weapons technology sales to China, India, and other states sug-
gests that this will be an enduring feature of Russian foreign policy, and there are
a number of indications that the Putin administration has made a strategic deci-
sion to promote Russian arms sales more aggressively despite the objections of
the United States and others. However, there is a competitive aspect to Chinese
and Indian conventional purchases from Russia, since Beijing and New Delhi to
some extent regard each other as security threats.

Cross-Cutting and Mitigating Factors in Triangular Relations

On nuclear security, the triangular dynarnics between Russia, China, and India
become far more complicated. Both Russia and China denounced India's nuclear
tests in 1998, although Russia's criticism was milder, and both have urged India
to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and the Non-Proliferation Treaty. If
the nuclear rivalry between China and India intensifies, Russia's nonpartisan
stance as strategic partner to both may become less sustainable.

Possible U.S. deployment of national and/or theater missile defense systems
also elicits different kinds of concerns from Moscow, Beijing, and New Delhi.
Russians are concerned about the deployment of a national missile defense sys-
tem that could eventually compromise the Russian strategic deterrent. Although
it is difficult to imagine that happening in the next ten to fifteen years, even if
Russia reduced the size of its arsenal to one thousand deployed warheads,
Moscow would incur some unwanted additional costs in developing counter-
measures to defenses. The Chinese strongly oppose U.S. deployment of theater
systems in Asia and especially the potential sharing of such systems with Taiwan.
But Beijing is also concerned about so-called "thin" national defenses designed
to address small attacks and accidental launches, because those defenses would
compromise existing Chinese deterrent capabilities. India is opposed to U.S.
deployment of a national missile defense because it will likely hasten Chinese
efforts to modernize and expand their nuclear forces, thus compelling India to
deploy a more robust nuclear deterrent than it might otherwise do. All three states,
however, share a dim view of the prospect that U.S. deployment of national and
theater defense systems to defend the homeland and U.S. troops will possibly
allow it to deploy U.S. troops more liberally with less fear of reprisal.

The missile defense issue presents Moscow with tremendous challenges and
difficult choices that affect the management of its relationship with China. If Rus-
sia were to reach agreement with the United States about modification of the Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty to allow for the deployment of a limited nation-
al missile defense system, the Sino-Russian relationship would suffer.19 The

U.S.-Russian agreement at the June 2000 Clinton-Putin summit to explore coop-
eration on missile defense and to jointly monitor missile launches, followed by
Putin's proposal to the Europeans in Rome the same month to cooperate on the
development of a joint European theater missile defense system, elicited serious
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concern from China.20 Presumably Putin had Borne explaining to do when he met
with Chinese leader Jiang Zemin twice the next month, once in Dushanbe for the
Shanghai Forum summit and once in Beijing. He was at least somewhat suc-
cessful, as the two sides concluded with a more unified stance, once again

denouncing U.S. plans for missile defense and upholding the ABM Treaty as a
bedrock of strategic stability in the world. In the past, the Chinese and the Rius-

sians have discussed cooperation in taking joint measures to oppose U.S. missile
defense, although apart from joint denunciations of U.S. activities and plans it is
not clear what forro such cooperation would take.21

Moscow must beware of damage to the Sino-Russian relationship resulting
from a potential U.S.-Russian agreement on ABM Treaty modification, but Rus-
sian strategic thinkers are also concerned about catalyzing a more rapid Chinese
nuclear build-up. With deployed Russian nuclear forces on a downward trajecto-
ry, the emergence of a more robust Chinese nuclear deterrent in the future is unset-
tling. Russia's choices will not be made easier by the new Bush administration in

Washington, which has made very explicit its delire to deploy a national missile
defense system more robust than that planned by the Clinton administration.22 As
of February 2001, the Russian security establishment still appeared undecided
about whether it would agree to accept modification of the ABM Treaty should
the Bush administration seek to pursue one.23 President Clinton's decision to post-

pone a decision on national missile defense deployment, followed by a review by
the Bush administration of economic and technical feasibility, provides a welcome
breathing space for diplomatic efforts on a number of fronts. Nevertheless,
Moscow will eventually face a fundamental decision on missile defense that will
lay down a very significant marker in the consol idation of its post-cold war strate-
gic approach. Should it jump on the bandwagon with the dominant global power
or align with its rising power neighbor to balance against the hegemon?

Although far less likely than national missile defense deployment-but hard-
ly unimaginable-Sino-American conflict over Taiwan could also potentially put

Moscow in an awkward position. Moscow has consistently upheld a one-China
policy, and at the July summit in Beijing Putin stated that Russia firmly supports
China's efforts to reunify with Taiwan. But what would Moscow do if actual fight-
ing broke out over Taiwan? Rumors circulated in Asia that before his trip to Bei-
jing last summer Putin offered the Chinese direct military assistance in the event

of a crisis in the Taiwan Strait. Supposedly the Russians would send their Pacif-
ic Fleet to cut off U.S. naval access to the strait. The rumor seems hard to believe

since Russia stands to benefit little by actual involvement in a Taiwan crisis
involving the United States-which speaks to the larger phenomenon that China
seems to benefit more from the Sino -Russian relationship than does Russia.24 It

would seem that Russia's interests are best served by continuing U.S.-Chinese

tension over Taiwan because it increases Moscow's leverage with Washington and
Beijing. It also seems slightly fantastic that the Chinese would take such an offer
as credible given the decrepit condition of Russia's Pacific Fleet. Still, the story
was not denied by Russian or Chinese officials, and there was no comment on the
rumor either by top U.S. officials or by major media.25
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Currently the Russians and Chinese are negotiating a new treaty that would
define and further elevate the status of the bilateral relationship. Although it seems
very unlikely that the new treaty would include security guarantees, it has been
reported that it would broaden and deepen Russo-Chinese security cooperation
in the fields of arms sales and weapons research and development. Reportedly,
Moscow and Beijing are envisioning a fifteen-year cooperation plan that would
include two stages. In the first stage (2000-05), China would be able to purchase
up to $15 billion in weapons from Russia while expanding joint exercises and
military training. In the second stage (2005-15) China and Russia would engage
in joint research and development of new generations of military technology.26
Although the Russian military-industrial complex could certainly benefit from the
infusion of Chinese capital, it is not clear what technological benefit for Russia
there would be in such extensive cooperation. In addition, it seems unlikely that
Russian industry could quickly ramp up by a factor of three its current arms deliv-
eries to Beijing.

Economic cooperation and trade between China and Russia continue to be
sluggish. The announced goal of reaching $20 billion in bilateral trade by the year
2000 not surprisingly proved to be wildly unrealistic, as the overall figure failed
to reach $8 billion last year. There is long-term growth potential in the energy
sector, but it will require years to develop any major multilateral investment.27
Like much in the Sino-Russian relationship, the rhetoric of partnership outstrips
the reality. The overall relationship is better than at any time since the 1950s, but
the foundation remains rather shaky. A measured and balanced look at the rela-
tionship would suggest that the two countries continue and even increase strate-
gic cooperation, to meet the security interests of both without compromising their
primary focus on economic development, which also requires cooperative rela-
tions with the West for both Beijing and Moscow.28

Alhough Moscow has emphasized the long-term nature of its shared interests
with China and India, the Sino-Russian relationship is controversia¡ among Rus-
sian policymaking elites in a way that the Indo-Russian relationship is not. Rus-
sia shares a long border with China and a long history of often bitter and com-
plex relations. There is an implicit Russian hedge position on China that is
amplified by a growing sense of the economic and demographic vulnerability of
the Russian Far East and, to a lesser extent, of Moscow's "sphere of influence"
in Central Asia. Perhaps for the near future China will focus on its interests in
Taiwan and the South China Sea, but there exists a barely veiled Russian fear that
continued Russian weakness will invite Chinese infiltration and eventual control
of some Russian territory. Russia shares no border with India, and despite the
wild designs of nationalist politician Vladimir Zhirinovsky and the like for
Moscow's "drive to the South," it is nearly impossible to foresee circumstances
that could lead to conflict between Russia and India. This is not to say that con-
flict with China is at all likely, but rather that Russia's sensibilities toward China
and India are different.29

Initially giving longtime friendly partner India the cold shoulder after the col-
lapse of the USSR, Russian diplomats fairly steadily sought to strengthen ties with
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New Delhi through the 1990s.30 This process culminated with Vladimir Putin's trip

to India last October, when the "strategic partnership" between India and Russia

was formally established. Despite this achievement and the signing of a number of

arms sales agreements that amounted to more than $3 billion in new deals, howev-

er, reports in both the Indian and Russian press indicated some difficult discussions

that suggest underlying tensions in this relationship.31 It was reported in the Rus-

sian press that India played hardball in the arms sales negotiations by demanding

further price reductions, and that Russian defense officials were not fully satisfied

with the deals, which consisted of agreements of intent rather than contracts.32 But

even with arms transfers to India amounting to about $1 billion annually, the over-

all Russo-Indian trade relation-
ship over the past decade has

"Since the collapse of the Soviet fallen from $5.5 billion a year

Union, Russia has continued to sup - to about $1.5 billion. One R:us-

port multilateral frameworks for sian commentator, on the eve of

addressing key Asian security issues."
the October summit in New
Delhi, concluded that unless
Russia and India can revitalize
their trade relationship, the
agreement about their strategic
partnership "will be nothing but
words on paper."33

It was also clear from the summit and events around it that Indian and Rus-
sian interests do not precisely coincide regarding Pakistan or the Taliban. Just
a week before Putin traveled to India, Sergei Yastrzhembsky went to Pakistan
as a presidential envoy. His letter from President Putin addressed Russian con-
cerns in Central Asia, Afghanistan, and Chechnya, including the role of camps
on the Pakistani-Afghan border that are training soldiers to fight in Chechnya,

Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, and Kyrgyzstan. Acknowledging that Pakistan and Rus-
sia do not agree on everything, Yastrzhembsky explained that Moscow hoped
that Pakistan could play more of a stabilizing role in the region.34 Although Yas-
trzhembsky denied that the trip to Islamabad was designed to reach out direct-
ly to the Taliban, at a minimum Russia hoped that Pakistan could influence the

Taliban to curb some of their activities. The trip also sent a message to the Indi-
ans that Russia intended to exercise al] of its options, and it may help explain
some of the chilliness of the meetings in New Delhi.35 The Russian press also
reported that Putin made a significant political concession to the Indians to seal
the arras agreements by condemning terrorism and noting in his speech before

the Indian parliament that the same people were instigating terrorist acts "from
the Philippines to Kosovo, and from Kashmir to the Caucasus." Putin also sup-
ported India's position that the Kashmir conflict should be resolved only by
Pakistan and India and should not involve international mediators.36 Just after
Putin made these very public statements effectively supporting India in its con-
flict with Pakistan, the arras agreements were finally signed. Much of the Rus-
sian press concluded that India got the best of Russia in their summit deliber-
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ations, and that this reflected a shift in the balance of power of the Russo-Indi-
an relationship in favor of New Delhi.37

The Russo-Indian summit provoked some discussion in the Russian press
about the prospects of a Sino-Russian-Indian alliance and especially its role in
addressing religious "extremism" and terrorism, a popular theme of the Putin
administration. Vladimir Lukin, deputy speaker of the Russian Duma and a vet-
eran Asia hand who accompanied President Putin on his trip to India, described
the trip as promoting the "emergence of a new center of influence in Asia with
the participation of Moscow, New Delhi, and Beijing." But he also noted the sig-
nificance that "this tripartite interest is not negative in any way, i.e., it is not direct-
ed against anyone and is not anti-European or anti-American"3R In fact, Lukin
went on lo say that "the threat of international terrorism could help establish a
kind of regional alliance of Moscow, Delhi, and Washington, crucial for main-
taining stability in Asia."39 In his interview with Indian journalists, President
Putin made some interesting remarks that emphasized the importance of main-
taining transparency:

But everybody will understand us if we are going lo say that India, China, and Rus-
sia have sorne common interests as countries located in that region, interests that
we want to pursue jointly. 1 do not see anything special in this, nothing dangerous.
But what is necessary is that all our proposais in the sphere of cooperation, both
bilateral and multilateral, should be open for all our partners, understandable and
transparent. 1 think this is something we can achieve.40

Russian support for multilateral security institutions in Asia has a long history,
going back at least as far as Brezhnev's proposal more than thirty years ago for a
collective security pact in Asia. During the Gorbachev years these calls acquired
more of a genuine positive-sum rather than zero-sum character when the Soviet
Union improved relations with both China and the United States. Since the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, Russia has continued to support multilateral frameworks
for addressing key Asian security issues.41 In that regard the Shanghai Forum,
which grew out of the border and demilitarization agreement talks between China,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, and Tajikistan, is emerging as an interesting
Asian multilateral institution with some potential to address regional interests in
dealing with terrorism, drug-trafficking, and other common problems.

Implications for U.S. Policy

Conclusions that the Sino-Russian and Indo-Russian strategic partnerships have
taken the place of the U.S.-Russian strategic partnership for Moscow, or that the
leaderships in New Delhi and Beijing give relations with Russia a higher priori-
ty than ties with the United States, do not hold up to careful scrutiny. Particular-
ly with Russia and China, but also with India, the United States holds a great deal
of leverage-primarily by virtue of its position as global economic leader, but
also as a global military leader and senior partner in the most powerful European
and Asian alliances. When U.S. trade with China is more than ten times the level
of Sino-Russian trade, for example, it is wrong to claim, as some do, that the Unit-
ed States is somehow "the odd man out."42
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It was very telling, for example, that last year President Clinton received a far
warmer reception in India than did President Putin. And that should not be sur-
prising since the United States can bring far more to the table that can influence
India both positively and negatively than can R.ussia. If Sino-Russian and Indo-
Russian relations became more threatening to the United States, this would rep-
resent failures of U.S. policy toward India and China at least as serious, if not
more so, than those toward Russia. Currently Russia does not have alliance rela-
tionships with either China or India, and 1 contend that such relationships are not
in the cards, absent some very ill-advised mover on the part of the United States.43

That is not to say, however, that Sino-Russian and Indo-Russian arras sales and
technological cooperation do not present U.S. policymakers with real challenges
in several respects. Clearly they do. Increased conventional capacity could
embolden China to take more risks over Taiwan. The sales encourage Sino-Indi-
an arms racing, which will have spillover effects in South, Southeast, and North-
east Asia. U.S. policymakers would view most dimly transfers of ballistic missile
technologies and cooperation that could possibly contribute to the development of
Chinese and Indian nuclear forces. So far, however, despite the near-desperate
straits of its military-industrial complex, Russian arms sales to China and India
have not fundamentally changed the balance of power in South Asia or East Asia.44

There is one near-term measure the United States could undertake that has the
potential botín to accelerate and deepen Sino-Russian and Indo-Russian strategic
cooperation, as well as unleash a chain of potentially destabilizing events. If the
Bush administration moves swiftly to unilaterally abrogate the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile Treaty in order to begin deploying a robust national missile defense system,
the relative harmony in great power relations that has so far marked the post-cold
war period will come under considerable pressure. Simultaneously, the nuclear
nonproliferation regime, weakened as it is, likely will not survive. For an admin-
istration in Washington that promises to bring more hard-boiled "realism" to U.S.
security policy, the Bush team will need to conduct a very careful cost-benefit
analysis of the potential impact of national missile defense both on our allies and
on major powers in the international system, including, notably, Russia, China,

and India.`
On the campaign trail, usually in reference to domestic issues like crime and

gun control, George W. Bush often mentioned that actions "have consequences."
Realism, still the dominant paradigm of international relations theory, also would
predict that unpopular unilateral measures taken by the dominant power in the
system, the United States in this case, will have consequences. For the last thir-
ty years, a central tenet of realism in the context of U.S.-Russian-Chinese rela-
tions calls for the United States to maintain stronger ties with China and Russia
than they have with each other. National missile defense deployment will pose
additional challenges to Washington policymakers trying to maintain the rela-
tively favorable position of the United States in that triangular context. In other
words, we may not be able to have our cake and eat it too.

Other consequences are not entirely predictable, but we can imagine some pos-
sible repercussions. The Russians have promised to abrogate the Strategic Arms
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Reduction Treaty (START) II agreement in response. Chances for deep cuts in
nuclear arsenals will diminish and we risk scuttling a whole series of measures
designed to bring greater safety and security to the Russian nuclear weapons and
materials complex. It may still be unlikely that Russia, China, and India would
respond by stepping up their strategic partnerships to the leve] of alliances direct-
ed against the United States, but their strategic cooperation lo develop and share
technologies to counter missile defenses would probably grow. National missile
defense deployment will drive China to expand and modernize its nuclear forces
more rapidly, and India will respond in kind, followed by predictable responses
from Pakistan. If Sino-Indian relations were lo sour and result in a greatly accel-
erated nuclear arms race, including more overt Chinese support for Pakistan's
nuclear program-certainly one imaginable consequence-Russia's capacity to
maintain strategic partnerships with China and India will come under much stress,
as will peace in South and East Asia.` Another possible chain of consequences
developing from U.S. abrogation of the ABM Treaty to deploy national missile
defense is a more rapid Chinese nuclear build-up that could lead Japan increas-
ingly to question the credibility of U.S. nuclear guarantees.

There is still much uncertainty as to how the United States will handle the mis-
sile defense issue and its subsequent impact on other nuclear and non-nuclear
states. But most fundamentally, the move would unleash a dynamic whose final
consequences are unclear. One thing does seem fairly certain: U.S. deployment
of a national missile defense that is not accompanied by the most adroit diplo-
matic and political handling of the concerns of allies, friends, and rivals alike may
upset the relative stability that exists among major powers in the international sys-
tem today.
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