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1. Introduction:

U.S. – Russian relations are deteriorating. The cause of the situation is very simple, the Bush administration plans to locate part of a BMD system in Eastern Europe. Instead of any improvement in the relationship, things seem to be continuously going the wrong way. Newspapers hit readers with articles about a new arms race and the possibility of another Cold War. Although a great number of countries care about the future of this particular relationship and, specifically, about the solution to tensions over BMD, many of them have been left out by the U.S. By analyzing the situation and answering a few questions I will try to come up with a possible solutions for this conflict.

     The topic that I have picked for my dissertation, role of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the European Union (EU) in U.S. missile plans in Eastern Europe concerns a very current and hot issue that could lead to another Cold War. I chose this research topic not only because of the popularity of the subject, but also because the city (Washington DC) in which I was doing my internship gave me an opportunity to access all the most recent materials and attend high profile conferences on the topic. Notes from those conferences, newspaper articles and reports of Washington, DC based institutes were the main sources for my thesis. Furthermore, being a Polish Citizen makes me especially interested in this project. While writing this dissertation, I not only gained a deeper insight into the relations between countries involved, but also I felt I could continuously consider the pros and cons of the system. All of this allowed me to formulate my own opinion on the issue as well as on the position my country is taking.

     Besides analyzing the overall international situation in terms of the proposed missile shield in Poland and the Czech Republic, I mainly focused on the European Union and NATO and their involvement in the entire project. Among the sub-questions that I will attempt to answer throughout my paper are those regarding the U.S. missiles plans in Poland and the Czech Republic; the dialog between the Polish and Czech governments regarding the U.S. proposal; Russian threats; the NATO and EU reaction to these threats; and the domestic situation in Poland and the Czech Republic. The research that I gathered from attempting to answering these questions has given me a strongly supported answer to the main research question of this dissertation, which is “How might NATO and the EU take part in U.S. BMD System in Poland and the Czech Republic?”

In this paper Poland and the Czech Republic are referred to as Eastern Europe. Although from the geographical point of view they are part of the Central Europe, when it comes to politics this is the terminology that is used, mainly by the U.S., as it persists from the Cold War period when Europe was divided between West and East. 

2. Current situation

2.1 U.S. missile plans

“The United States has overstepped its national borders in every way, and as a result, no one feels safe. Such a policy stimulates an arms race” (as cited in Cornwell, 2007, “Power politics: Cold War Two,” para. 4). These words could have been spoken by any of the Cold War Soviet leaders. But they were not. Rather, it was Russia’s current president Vladimir Putin, who said this during The Munich conference on Security Policy in February 2007. Relations between the United States (U.S) and Russia have not been this bad since the end of the Cold War. 

In 1972, Soviet Russia and the U.S entered the ABM treaty which unconditionally prohibited both from creating national missile defence systems (NMD). When in December 2001 President George W. Bush announced that the United States is withdrawing from the ABM Treaty it became clear that the U.S. government has serious plans to work on developing a ballistic missile defence system (BMD). While by the end of the year 2006 there was only speculation about where parts of the BMD could be placed and the U.S. government had made no official statement, the beginning of the year 2007 brought both major progress on the administration’s BMD plans, and additional complications. In January 2007 it was officially announced to Poland and Czech Republic, both former Soviet allies and members of NATO and European Union since 2004, that U.S. would be willing to place parts of its ballistic missile defence system on their territory. The U.S. government plans to build a long-range missile interceptor base in Poland and a mid-course radar system in the Czech Republic. The full Ballistic Missile Plan presented by the Department of Defence (DoD) consists of sea-based, land-based, airborne and space-based systems. The system that would be placed in Poland and the Czech Republic, the ground-base system, is composed of interceptors, X-band radars, early warning radars, space-based sensors and battle management command control and communications (Bocka, Jocic, Petrovics & Tsanov, 2007, pp. 3-5).

The main aim behind this potential deployment of the BMD in Central Europe is not only to protect the U.S. from states like Iran, but also to enhance the security of the U.S. soldiers on the European territory and of this territory itself. However, it is clear that the U.S. security is the priority. Daniel Fried, Assistant Secretary of State, said that the plan is not about dividing Europe into new and old again but the system that the U.S. is offering may be a perfect starting point for a future NATO missile shield (Bielecki, 2007, “Nie bedzie podzialu Europy” section, para. 2).  According to Washington the system in Eastern Europe will cover and protect, in addition to the U.S., almost all of Europe and parts of Russia from a possible  Iranian attack (Madhani, 2007, “Iran threat cited” section). Nuclear threats from “rogue regimes” (inter alia North Korea and Iran) are growing and becoming more realistic which creates serious concerns in the western hemisphere about a proper and reliable defence strategy. During a meeting with the press, Lt. Gen. Henry Obering from the Missile Defence Agency (MDA) voiced such concerns saying “We have allies and friends that aren’t protected against the threat we see from Iran. The threat is getting more and more real and it’s getting more urgent” (as cited in Madhani, 2007, “Iran threat cited” section, para. 3). According to the Pentagon and the U.S. government Iran may be in the possession of, and able to launch, a nuclear missile by as early as 2015. At the moment Europe is totally defenceless against the long-range missiles that could be fired from the Iranian territory; the Europeans have only the ability to defend against short-range missiles, by using mobile Patriot launchers. That is why, according to Obering, the U.S. should hurry in a construction of a BMD (USA: polskie postulaty są słuszne,” 2007, “Trzeba się spieszyć” section, para. 1). It is true that parts of the land-based missile interceptor system are placed in Europe: Early-Warning-Radar sites are located in Denmark and the United Kingdom. However, the elements of the BMD that will be placed in Poland and the Czech Republic are going to identify and intercept medium- and long-range missiles from the “rouge regimes”, which none of the existing bases in Europe are able to do (Bocka, Jocic, Petrovics & Tsanov, 2007, p. 4). The radars in the UK and Denmark, even if able to detect a missile, could not destroy one, which makes them useless since the long-range missiles from Alaska or California are not able to reach warheads fired from Iran. That is why the bases in Eastern Europe would be a critical component of the entire project. 

Apart from the aforementioned geographical reasons why the BMD should be placed in Eastern Europe there are also strategic reasons. According to the U.S. Ambassador in Poland, Victor Ashe, Poland was offered the possibility of hosting the interceptors because it is a strategic and reliable partner. With a project of such an enormous importance the administration cannot turn to just any country, but must instead seek out the closest American ally of the U.S. in the region, Ashe said. Another factor is the Polish and Czech way of thinking. Both countries realized relatively early that the end of the Cold War did not mean guaranteed security but cold in fact lead to an increase of the number of threats in the world. That is why they see a need for a system that could protect them from such threats (Bosacki, 2007, “Tarcza nie jest przeciw Rosji”).

According to some specialists, however, the aforementioned reasons for placing the BMD components in Eastern Europe are not the really important ones. Such critics argue that the “rogue regimes” cannot pose a real threat because at the moment they do not posses missiles that would be capable of hitting the territory as far away from their borders as that of the BMD participants. For this reason they believe that the main purpose of placing the BMD in Eastern Europe is not only to scare countries that are already in possession of  missiles capable of reaching the U.S. but also at the same tome to protect American soldiers on overseas territories (Wągrowska, 2006, p.3). It could be also that the U.S. is using Iran as a cover for the real reason for placing ten interceptors in Poland – to protect American territory from Russia. Due to a very good trade relationship between Europe and Iran, there is a little chance that Tehran could attack Europe. This raises further questions regarding the U.S explanations for the BMD project.

BMD elements in Poland and the Czech Republic will be parts of a bigger project that by now includes two bases on U.S. territory. The x-band radar that is currently stationed in the Marshall Islands would be moved to the Czech Republic if all the negotiations go well. Alaska, Fort Greely – that hosts seven interceptors - and California, Vandenberg Air Force Base – two interceptors - are the two regions that were picked by the Bush administration as BMD sites. Since the beginning this decision has been very controversial, mostly because of mixed outcomes of the tests (Madhani, 2007, para.6). However, the last fifteen out of sixteen tests have been lately successful. The MDA, which has been conducting tests since 2001, has managed to successfully intercept twenty six times (“U.S releases technical details on missile shield in C.Europe,”2007, para.9). Although these two bases are able to protect North American territory from a missile attack originating in most of the parts of the world they are not able to trace missiles fired from Iran or North Korea. That is why it is so important for the U.S. to place a radar and interceptors in Poland and the Czech Republic. Nonetheless, the deployment will take time; even if the negotiations with Poland and the Czech Republic succeed and Congress approves the project it will be impossible to finalize it before 2013 (Madhani, 2007, “Iran threat cited” section, para. 9).

According to a fact sheet released by the U.S. Department of State Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs the ten interceptors located on the Polish territory will be placed underground. The base established in the neighbourhood of those interceptors will have to be equipped with extra electronic facilities that allow secure communication, missile assembly  and storage space. There is also a need for security and maintenance facilities. On the subject of the personnel that will be required to operate both, radar and interceptors, the sheet stated “the approximate size is 275 hectares (approx 680 acres) for an interceptor missile site and approximately 30 hectares (12) acres for a single radar site. The United States estimates approximately 200 military, government civilian, and support contractors will be required to operate the interceptor site. The United States estimates approximately 150 personnel will be required to operate the radar site” (as cited in “United States missile defense: technical details,” 2007, “Proposed footprint of the system” section). The radar will be placed in the military district of Brdy while the ten interceptors will be placed near a village, Wicko Morskie, on the coast of the Baltic Sea. The fact sheet mentioned that the missile shield will have only a defensive function and is not meant for offensive action “they carry no explosive warheads of any type, relying instead on their kinetic energy alone to collide with and destroy incoming warheads. Silos constructed for deployment of defensive interceptors are substantially smaller than those used for offensive missiles. Any conversion would require extensive modifications, thus precluding the possibility of converting the interceptor silos for use by offensive missile” (as cited in “United States missile defense: technical details,” 2007, “Technical aspects for interceptor site” section).

The MDA estimates that the BMD in Eastern Europe project will cost a total of about USD 3-3.5 billion where USD 700-900 of this sum is scheduled for local investors. About USD 2.5 billion will be spent on the interceptors in Poland and the rest will be invested in the Czech Republic. At the time of this paper’s writing no estimated costs for the additional infrastructure have been made, however it is already clear that Warsaw and Prague will not have to pay any direct costs (Bocka, Jocic, Petrovics & Tsanov, 2007, p. 4). Beside all the cost related to the construction of the missile shield itself there is also money that will be spent only on preparations for future actions. From October 2006 the U.S. has decided to spent $30 billion in the following tax year for that purpose (Wągrowska, 2006, p. 2).

 Although the BMD placed in Eastern Europe will be able to protect most of Europe, the U.S. did not decide to consult the European Union, or NATO, prior to deployment but instead concentrated on bilateral negotiations with countries on whose territory it hoped to place parts of its system. The entire system, including the parts in California and Alaska, is extended by the radar in Alaska, radars placed on the destroyers and battle cruisers equipped with SM-3 missiles (both classes of ships are in the Pacific). All these bases are integrated under the supervision of officers in Colorado, Nebraska, Hawaii Islands and Washington DC. Due to the fact that the system can still be amended with other elements there is a possibility for NATO to become involved in the future. However, as the situation is right now, the U.S. appears to prefer not to have the alliance involved in the project (Wągrowska, 2006, p.2). The Bush administration is trying to accomplish as much as possible so the next administration will not be able to backtrack and will have to continue the project. NATO’s involvement will only prolong the process and this is the last thing that the U.S. wants. The project is still evolving and being developed so it is hard to predict what will happen in the future. 

Although the U.S. has said it will continue its missile project in Eastern Europe even if Russia will not support the plan, there is some concern about Russian threats and attitudes towards the project. John Rood from the Department of State said in mid April, after meeting with Putin in Moscow, that the U.S has presented new offers of co-operation with Russia. He also added that his country is open for a wide collaboration with Russia in the area of missile defence (“USA przedstawiają Rosji “nowe propozycje” w sprawie tarczy,” 2007). Even though the Bush administration did not manage to get support from Russia it decided to launch negotiations with Poland and the Czech Republic.

 John Rood will also be a head of a team representing the U.S. government in Poland during the negotiations about the possible deployment of the BMD on Polish territory. However, he as the government representative will be responsible only for the diplomatic relations because the Pentagon will be responsible for the content-related issues. 

2.2 Russian response

The Russian reaction to the possible missile shield in Eastern Europe was extremely menacing, and was exaggerated by Moscow’s hostility towards the planned NATO expansion towards the East, just next to the Russian borders. This, as well as American influence in the former Soviet States, irritates Putin. Russian leaders have threatened that if its concerns are not taken into consideration and they are not fully convinced that their country is in no danger of being a target further cooperation with NATO in terms of the missile defence will be difficult if not impossible (“USA przedstawiają Rosji “nowe propozycje” w sprawie tarczy,” 2007). Above all, it was president Putin and commanders of the Russian army who most strongly criticized the missile system and NATO. 

On April 26th in Munich, Germany, Putin begun his crusade again the U.S. with a speech in which he criticized the U.S. for its missile plans, actions in the Middle East, attitude towards international institutions, and overall unilateral behaviour (“The East-West security showdown,” 2007, “Famous last words”). Later, during his annual speech in the Russian parliament (Duma), Putin said that Moscow will stop acting according to the rules of the Conventional Forces Treaty (CFE) and is looking for a debate abut the BMD project in Eastern Europe. It is worth noting that this treaty does not allow for any such suspension of obligations. However, it is also worth mentioning that this treaty, which was supposed to make the deployment of conventional weaponary systems more transparent and set limits on helicopters, aircrafts, and tanks, was primarily singed by Soviet Russia and other countries. There are some problems regarding the ratification of the treaty. Due to the change of the political situation it had been adapted in 1999 and signed by Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan. These four countries are also the ONLY countries that have ratified the treaty. In addition, some NATO countries still have not signed it. It is therefore questionable whether countries that have not yet ratified the treaty can demand that Russia fulfil its obligations. Putin has a point in drawing the attention towards the CFE treaty, but the rhetoric he has employed in the connection with this decision could be less harsh (“US-Russia missile dispute causes EU headache,” 2007). Another point worth noting is that Russia raises this issue with such intensity only now, which indicates that Putin is using it as a tool because Moscow feels endangered. However, Russian officials insist that the there is no connection between the missile shield in Europe and the situation regarding the CFE treaty. “If someone thinks Russia’s position on American missile defence system and the CFE are linked, they are wrong,” said General Yury Baluyevsky, chief of the General Staff of Russia’s Armed Forces (as cited in “Russia forces development plan unaffected by U.S missile shiled,” 2007, para. 6). On the other hand, Putin has commented that the deployment of the missile shield in Eastern Europe could be a reason for Russia to stop abiding by the CFE treaty. It seems like Russians prefer to have both options covered. The Western countries say that they will ratify the treaty only when Russia withdraws its troops from Moldova and Georgia. 

The entire problem with this treaty goes back to the idea of the Vienna Convention on the Law of the Treaties. By the terms of this Convention, all countries that signed and ratified the Convention have to behave according to the rules of another treaty they signed even if it was not ratified by those states and what is more important, even if the treaty did not come into force. This rule applies to any treaty. Not surprisingly, in opposition to Russia, the U.S. did not sign the Vienna Convention either, so it does not have any obligations under the CFE treaty or any other treaty that it has signed but did not ratify. The most powerful country in the world definitely does not set a good example for other countries. Moreover, its ignorance regarding the international treaties creates tensions and frustrations. This will slightly increase difficulties when Russia and the U.S. discuss the START-1 treaty that is going to expire in 2009. The fewer treaties are ratified, the more dangerous the situation becomes; the arms control becomes more difficult and transparency decreases. Is that what the U.S. really wants? One could doubt it (“The East-West security showdown,” 2007, “Tit for tat”). 

 The problem is the way Putin talks. He issues demands rather than requests. For example, he demanded that the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) hold a discussion on U.S. plans to place parts of the BMD in Eastern Europe, a demand that came as a surprise to NATO and the U.S. (“The East West security showdown,” 2007). All this is aimed at stopping the U.S. project, scaring the West, and drawing attention to Russia. One possible explanation for the harsh speeches of the Russian president is that Putin wants to prove that his country is still strong and should be taken into consideration when major decisions related to international security are reached, as well as to show that the U.S. is not the only powerful actor on the international stage. Putin feels strong because the oil prices are high and the U.S. has failed in Iraq. Also the words that he chooses can be a cause to a serious international conflict. Putin in his speech from May 9, 2007, on the Red Square compared the U.S. to the Third Reich. It was the harshest comment that he made during the BMD conflict and probably one the most severe in his cadence. Russian rhetoric was among the topics that Rice had discussed with Putin. “We are going to have our differences, there is no doubt about that. There are going to be old scares to overcome, there is no doubt about that…But the relationship needs to be free of exaggerated rhetoric” said Rice (as cited in “Rice rejects missile fears,” 2007, para. 9). Russian side agreed to change the way they expressed their opinions about the U.S. The Bush administration was hoping that it will make talks with Russia easier because it will enable them to concentrate on real problems, however, it did not. Although Russians promised to tone down they did not change their way of thinking. Then there is Nikolai Solovcov, the commander of Russian missile forces, who says that there is a possibility that the Russian intercontinental ballistic missiles (IBMS) may be directed at Poland and Czech Republic if both countries will agree to host the BMD (“Rosja znowu straszy Polskę i Czechy,” 2007, para. 5). These words find a support in a statement made by Putin during a meeting with the Czech President Vaclav Klaus. He said that if Czech would carry on cooperating with the U.S. on the missile shield it could “raise the risk of nuclear destruction.” (as cited in “Russian ogre or hero of our times, 2007, para. 5). Such an attitude and rhetoric will definitely not ease the tension between Russia and Czech Republic, as well as Poland.

Condoleezza Rice, U.S Secretary of State, while commenting on the Russian response to the planned BMD in Eastern Europe, said to believe that the system may be targeted at Russia is “ludicrous…The Russians have thousands of warheads. The idea that you can somehow stop the Russian strategic nuclear deterrent with a few interceptors just doesn’t make sense” (as cited in “US-Russia missile dispute causes EU headache,” 2007, “Positions,” para. 4). The response that she got from Lavrov after the G8 meeting was the following “I think that those who are professionally aware of this problem understand that there is nothing ludicrous about this issue because the arms race is starting again. Strategic stability is being damaged” (as cited in “Russia says US restarting arms race,” 2007, para. 2). These words prove that Russia sees the U.S. missile plans in Eastern Europe as an American manoeuvre to gain superiority over other countries and become the only superpower.  However, what the Russians fear more is that the system could be expanded in the future, thus raising its chances of hitting their missiles.

Russian officials have been making many references to the Cold War while commenting on their country’s current relations with the U.S. A very good example of such a statement was president Putin’s comparison between NATO deployment of Pershing and Tomahawk missile in the 1980s and the current U.S plans for a missile shield in Eastern Europe. Back in the 1980s, the Pershing and Tomahawk deployment created a situation where if the military conflict emerged parts of Russia would be destroyed, while the U.S. would not be touched by a single missile. The Kremlin strongly protested this deployment, and the controversy ended it all with Russia and the U.S. signing the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) in 1987. This treaty, which has no specific duration, came into force in June 1988.  The main idea of the INF treaty is the elimination of nuclear and conventional ground-launched ballistic and cruise missiles, with ranges of 500 to 5.500 kilometres. By June 1999, over 2500 missiles of this type were destroyed. In February 2007, however, Putin decided that adhering to the INF treaty is no longer in Russia’s interest. A few days later the Chief of the Russian General Staff, Yury Baluyevsky, used the INF treaty as a weapon against the deployment of the missile shield by warning the U.S. that Russia might withdraw from it (“U.S. concernded over Russia’s intelligence ops – McConnell”, 2007). This statement, although made by an important Russian official, did not have a major influence on the U.S. missile plans in Eastern Europe. The more official and general reason for Russia to pull out from the treaty is the number of countries that have acquired nuclear forces, since the time of its signature, which creates more danger, especially since some of these states are close to Russian borders. Russian officials thus argue that the INF is not effective anymore. Despite the difficulties and the use of Cold War rhetoric, however neither the U.S nor Russia wants to create another Cold War type situation. Even Russian officials, regardless their harsh comments, say that this would mean going backwards instead of moving ahead and this is definitely something they do not want to do.

Russia is trying to do everything it can to intimidate Poland, the Czech Republic, and especially the U.S. However, according to Brzezinski, there are people within Russia who realize that the thing their country most needs is a good relationship with America and the EU. Moreover, they also that these two entities should not be separated. Those like Ivanov, or Lavarov who are trying to exacerbate the differences between Europe and the U.S., do not realize the fact that in the end such actions can only worsen Russia’s position in the world and leave it isolated in a world where allies are very important. Putin, his successor, and Russian elites should realize that controlling such a enormous territory, with many tense areas and no big allies, will at one point become impossible for one country (Sarnacka-Mahoney, 2007, “Zbigniew Brzezinski dla Dziennika”).
Another Russian move that was aimed at threatening Poland and the Czech Republic was a statement by the Security Council of the Russian Federation, in which it was written that Russia observed an increase in the significance of military power in world politics and that more and more attention is put on the modernization of armies, weapons, and strengthening military alliances, in particular NATO. It goes without saying that the major enemy of Russia in this regard is the U.S. with its plans to place the missile shield in Poland and Czech Republic. Igor Khvorov, commander of the Long-Range Aviation Russian Air Force, threatened that all the Russian long-range aircrafts ale able and ready to destroy any future American BMD facilities in Europe. Putin agrees with this statement entirely, since according to him, the U.S. is trying to be the superpower again so it can have control over Russia (“Rosja znowu straszy Polskę i Czechy,” 2007, para. 4).

During the G-8 summit in Germany, on June 8, 2007 Putin made a very unexpected and brilliant move. He proposed to place the radar on Azerbaijan territory, so it would be capable of protecting all Europe and all Russian territory. Russia by offering to share with the U.S a missile base in Azerbaijan, have made the situation very uncomfortable for the U.S. It is high time for the U.S. to make some serious decisions instead merely exchanging opinions and arguing. By offering a shared base, Putin took a clever step that will probably reveal to Russia what is the real plan of the Bush administration.

 Putin is trying to divide Europe and win support from the countries that are against the missile shield in Poland and the Czech Republic and convince them to support his offer. His explanation of Azerbaijan is a great example. Putin said that by putting this solution into practice there would be no fragments of missiles falling on the European territory. Moreover, he would resign from placing the missiles close to Polish borders if the U.S will accept his offer. In such a moment the technical details are less important. It is all about the temporarily better relations with the U.S. and the postponement of the problem what will definitely get support in Germany and France (Ostrowski, 2007, pp. 24-26). I t may lead to a situation when Europe will finally take a position on the BMD and influence the U.S.

Commenting on the Russian reaction to the U.S. BMD plans, Thomas Karako from the Claremont Institute argued that Russians would not react the way they did if the project was unrealistic and technologically impossible. To support his claim that the BMD can be successful, he gave an example of the sea-based missile defence Aegis, which hit its target seven times out of eight times in a test (Zachurski, 2007, pp. 62-63). However, the system in Poland and the Czech Republic will be ground-based, and the tests for this particular system have not been as promising. Further complication arises from the fact that the system in those two countries will differ from the one on U.S. territory. 

The Russian government is still claiming that the information it received on the BMD was very brief and general, and did not satisfy its officials or military staff. The U.S. responded that for the last two years Russians were offered an opportunity to go more into details about the planned system. Moreover, they were also invited to the U.S. to visit one of the American bases with missile defence systems. However, the Russians never took advantage of any of these options. After the G8 meeting Rice said that Russians had the chance to learn more details about the project during various meetings before the summit in Germany, but never did so. The Russian side is still awaiting more professional and specific information that would allow them to understand why there need for a missile shield in Eastern Europe protecting from the so called “rogue regimes” while, according to Russian officials, there is no major threat from these countries. “The chief and the only motive for making the decision [to propose a missile shield in Central Europe] was a nuclear threat from North Korea and Iran. The analysis shows that the North Korean nuclear threat should be removed in a united effort during the six-sided negotiations. As to Iran [this analysis] clearly demonstrates that missiles whose range would justify a missile defence system against such an Iranian threat are non-existent now and will not be there in the foreseeable decades,” said Lavrov (as cited in”U.S. reassures Russia on shield, Russian FM calls it “laughable,” 2007, para. 7). In addition, Putin has stated that there is no chance that Iran will come to possess missiles that would be able to reach Europe. For this reasons, Russia does not see the point in the deployment of the missile shield in Eastern Europe.

“We think it would be harmful and dangerous to turn Europe into a tinderbox and fill it with new types of armaments. That would create new unnecessary risks for the entire system of international and European relations,” said Putin (as cited in “US ABM turns Europe into tinderbox-Putin,” 2007, para. 3). The hidden reason for his making this statement may be the fact that Russia is afraid of U.S. military domination in Europe and American influence so close to its borders. In practice, it is difficult to believe that the U.S. missile shield in Europe will be able to turn Europe into a powder keg, or that Putin is concerned about the system of European relations. What actually worries Russia the most is the number of interceptors that may be deployed in Poland in ten or twenty years. No one guaranteed Moscow that the U.S. is not planning to expand the system, which according to the Russians is one of their reasons for not accepting the U.S. proposal. If the Iranian threat was truly the main reason behind the deployment of the BMD, Americans could assure the Russians that the number of interceptors in Poland will remain the same. Right now the planned shield is not a threat to Russian security and the Russian specialist on the issue of BMD knows that. Finally, although officials assure that the system is defensive, some Russian specialists are concerned that it could be turned into a offensive one in the future. Any rockets that were fired from Iran would have multiple warheads, which separate from the main body few minutes after launch. Although right now, such a threat does not exist from the Iranian side, it would in ten or fifteen years. The only way to destroy such a threat is for the U.S. to equip its BMD rockets with nuclear warheads. This is what Russia is afraid of and why is protesting against the deployment of the ten interceptors on Polish soil (Wojciechowski, 2007, “Dlaczego?” section). However, the solution of placing nuclear warheads on the rockets is impossible, because such a system requires different technology from the one that will be used in Poland for the defensive rockets. The problem may appear if Americans manage to find a solution for a problem with changing the warheads. Such a situation could create a new era in the U.S. – Russian relations. At the moment, however, Russian concerns are unjustifiable.
  
 2.3 Poland and the Czech Republic

2.3.1 Response to U.S. plans.

Although the official statement about the BMD was presented by the U.S. to Poland and the Czech Republic in 2007, these two countries have been discussing the issue of a potential missile shield on their territory since 2002. What is more, in Poland special groups had been established to deal with this issue in more detail and eventually give a recommendation as to whether such a system should be placed in Poland (Wągrowska, 2006, p.2).

The Czech Republic as well as Poland very enthusiastically accepted the Bush administration proposal on BMD that was presented to both governments in January 2007. On the 18th of February 2007, after a meeting in Warsaw, Prime Ministers from the Czech Republic and Poland made a statement announcing that their answer to the U.S. proposal would be positive. The crucial topic of that meeting was future proceedings during the negotiations with the U.S. about the missile shield, but the Russian position, NATO and public opinion were discussed as well, mentioned by Topolanek – the Czech Prime Minister. Although Kaczynski, the Polish Prime Minister, underscored many times that Warsaw and Prague speak with one voice with regard to the BMD, he did not want to reveal any detail regarding the talks. Yet Kaczynski said that both countries understand the exact purpose of the missile shield in Easter Europe and realize that it is not directed against Russia but at those who do not want to agree to the rules of today’s world. He also expressed his hope that there will be no need to use the interceptors because those so called “rogue regimes” will change their position (Skieterska, 2007, “Premier: Bierzemy tarczę”). Topolanek concluded that the creation of the missile shield is a common interest for the Czech Republic and Poland (Bosacki, 2007, “Pochopna deklaracja w sprawie tarczy,” para. 3). 

Five days later, on February 23rd, 2007, Poland officially agreed to start detailed negotiations about the planned missile shield in Eastern Europe (“Finland concerned over U.S. missile defense plans,” 2007). While commenting on this decision Anna Fotyga, Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs, said “The United States has proposed building a missile defence on our territory but the negotiation process could last several years, because various technical, legislative and other issues are involved (as cited in “U.S missile shield talks could take several years,” 2007, para. 4). Fotyga in her commentary, also mentioned that Polish security will be a priority during the discussions, but European and world security will not be omitted. The organization of the Polish government does not make it easier for the U.S. administration, because every single agreement between these two countries will have to be ratified by the Polish Parliament before the Americans can take any further actions. While the Bush administration is hoping to end the negotiations with Poland after a few months, the Polish government says that they will last as long as it is needed because there is no rush.

According to a Polish expert on international relations, Bartlomiej Sienkiewicz, the BMD will not give a complete guarantee of security. He claims that a higher level of security can be obtained by lowering the level of a risk of a possible conflict, but this can only be achieved through politics. In the European case, the only way to do it is through Berlin, not Warsaw. As long as German politics is in line the U.S. politics, Europe is secure (“Tarcza nie jest lekarstwem na nasze lęki,” 2007). Sienkiewicz also says that a Polish decision to host the U.S. interceptors will have two types of consequences, military and political. The military effects for Poland will not be significant because if Russia were to attack, Poland without help from NATO would not be able to respond to the threat. In other words, with or without these 10 interceptors on its territory, Poland is very incidental to the alliance. On the political side such a decision taken by the Polish government will only prove to Russians that Poland is Washington’s client and the best American ally in the region. This may worsen relations between Poland and Russia or even freeze a dialog between the countries. On the other hand, Polish relations with Russia are already so bad at the moment that it would be hard to make them even worse; Sienkiewicz said (“Tarcza nie jest lekarstwem na nasze lęki,” 2007).

In early May 2007, during the first round of talks, the U.S. officials discussed with Czechs the legal status of the radar that could be placed on Czech territory. All that has been agreed must be approved by the Czech parliament and president. Tomas Pojar, the Czech first deputy foreign minister, said while commenting on the talks that “the U.S. proposed agreement would complement the SOFA treaty of NATO members that determines the legal status of foreign armed forces” (as cited in “First round of Czech-U.S talks on radar system ends,” 2007, para. 7). In other words, the radar will become a component of the legal system in the Czech Republic, but international treaties will be still regarded. What is more during, the first talks Czech and Americans recognized issues on which they both agree and issues on which they still have to work. Finally, Czechs wanted to make sure that their high-ranking officers will be able to have access to the base and that the images from the radar will be available to the NATO headquarters and Czech authorities (“Czech PM seeks US technology benefits in return for hosting anti-missile system,” 2007)

The first round of negotiations between Poland and the U.S., held on Monday, May 14, 2007, was focused mainly on planning the next rounds of the negotiations and exchanging opinions. Both parties called the meeting “a good beginning” (as cited in “U.S. discusses antimissile system with Poland,” 2007, para. 3). Although neither side was willing to reveal more information, the press was told that legal issues regarding the deployment of missile shield on Polish territory and the number of American personnel who will be stationed in Poland are the next topics that have to be discussed. The first phase of the negotiations was completed already in early June. This phase was focused mainly on technical issues related to the proposed missile shield. Right now, in the second phase, political decisions have to be taken. However, the second part may take extra time since it different perspectives on some issues. After reconciling President Bush’s visit in Poland in the second week of July 2007, it was announced that Poland is likely to agree to host the ten interceptors on its territory. There is a possibility that the negotiations between he U.S and Poland will end in the early fall.

Given the almost immediate willingness of Polish and Czech leaders to start negotiations with the U.S. on the BMD, it appears that these countries have much more trust in the U.S. when it comes to the security issues than in the western European countries, members of the EU, or even NATO. States from so called “new Europe” do not receive enough attention from the “old Europe when it comes to defence issues as shown by these words of the Czech minister of Foreign Affairs, Karel Schwarzenberg “Relatively few measures show that security guarantees and the unconditional solidarity also apply to the new states.” Said Schwarzenberger (as cited in Haddick, 2007, “Why the angst in Europe” section, para. 10).

The words of the Czech Prime Minister, Mirek Topolanek, about the BMD in Eastern Europe “… However, no need to communicate this issue to or on the level of the European Union has been identified,” are in line with the U.S. idea of bilateral negotiations with the countries involved in the project. Topolanek also pointed out that other EU member states have not discussed any issues related to military bases and installations in Brussels (as cited in “Czech premier says U.S missile defense system not EU’s business”, 2007, para. 3). Although a member of the EU, the Czech Republic does not see a need to discuss the issue of the missile program at the European Union level. Considering the fact that Poland also agreed to start the negotiations and that their main concern is the country’s national security, one may deduce that talks with the EU member states are not important either. When it comes to NATO’s involvement in the planned project the situation looks different. As the military alliance NATO is probably a much more appropriate place to discuss issues like the BMD than the EU. Due to this fact the Czech Republic is holding talks with NATO. “At present there are negotiations and discussions, both formal and informal, within NATO and these will be continued” said Topolanek (as cited in “Czech premier says U.S missile defense system not EU’s business”, 2007, para. 3).

On May 31, 2007 during a conference in Prague, Topolanek said this is not only about ten interceptors and a radar but something more – a willingness of Europe to defend itself. According to Topolanek, thinking that no threat exists from Iran is dangerous because when people realize in the future that such a threat does exist, it will be already too late to protect Europe from it. Europe should therefore start thinking about this problem right now, to prevent such a possibility. “Europe can survive without a radar, but without a will to defend itself, this civilization is lost” said Topolanek (as cited in “Europe is losing willingness to defend itself, Czech PM says,” 2007, para. 5).By using these well chosen words the Czech Prime Minister is trying to indicate that the willingness to defend Europe is a larger issue than a radar. Since this particular radar is a tool of defence so Europe should be willing to deploy it on its territory, in particular on the Czech territory.

Both countries want to make the increasing their security the main argument in the negotiations with the U.S. Overall, this is a good idea because if they decide to host the shield they should get something in return, like the patriots, which will definitely boost security in those countries. However, aside from people that have opposed the BMD, none of the governments ever mentioned that placing the interceptors on their soil may actually decrease their security. As long as the BMD is not placed on Czech or Polish soil, these countries will not be the list of potential targets of the “rogue regimes”, something that will definitely change if they decide to host the shield. Looking differently at the same problem, placing elements of the missile shield on the Polish and the Czech soil may be viewed as a threat by these regimes. As already stated, the system is still under construction and it is very hard to predict, for political and military reasons, how much similar the final outcome will be to current assumptions. That is why it is difficult to predict how important the security of Poland or the Czech Republic will be to U.S policymakers in relation to the BMD, especially knowing the fact that the security of the U.S. is a high priority. Considering the relation between the BMD in Eastern Europe and the U.S. defence system one may say that it would rather increase security in Poland as well as in the Czech Republic (Wągrowska, 2006, p.4). However, given the fact that at the moment no threat from the “rogue regimes” exists, there is one sure thing: the missile shield will increase the security of Poland and the Czech Republic against countries that are not a real threat. In other words, there will be no increase of the security, because there is no threat.
 Among other benefits for Poland as well as the Czech Republic would be access to the newest technologies and a very close military cooperation between these two countries and the U.S. Domestic companies would also benefit from such a situation, but most importantly, placing the missile shield in Eastern Europe would show that the Cold War way of thinking is over. As it was said, there would be no direct costs for any of the these countries.

In conclusion, it could be that Poland and the Czech Republic are only agreeing to host elements of BMD because they want to maintain and tighten their relationships with the U.S. Moreover, they do not believe that NATO and the EU are as reliable as the U.S. in promoting their security.
2.3.2 Response to Russian threats.
Leaders in both, Poland and Czech Republic realize that the most difficult aspect of the BMD deployment will be not the negotiations with U.S. officials, but calming down Russia. As Jaroslaw Kaczynski, Polish Prime Minister, said, Polish-Russian relations are in such a poor state that convincing Russia to accept the BMD will be a difficult challenge. However, Poland will try to convince Putin of the well-known fact that the missile shield is not directed at Russia, as the technical measurements show (Skieterska, 2007, “Premier: Bierzemy tarczę,” para. 13). Moreover, the interceptors placed in Poland will be designed to destroy fired missiles only by hitting them; they will not be equipped with any pyrotechnic material and thus cannot be viewed as an offensive weapon. Due to geographical reasons they will not be able to hit any missile fired from the Russian territory, because those would be too fast. The following words of Witold Waszczykowski, the top Polish negotiator, “Russians absolutely know that 10 missile which are not equipped with any king of warhead cannot do any harm against Russian military might,” are a good summary of the Polish way of thinking (as cited in “Poland’s deputy foreign minister accused Russia of showing “psychological problem,” 2007, para. 4). A similar situation applies to the radar that will be placed in Czech Republic since it has too a short range of recognition to be able to successfully detect an attack from Russia (Bielecki, 2007, “Bezsensowne obawy” section, para. 2). However, it might be harder to successfully convince Moscow to accept the BMD than this logic might suggest, because it seems that Putin does not see the system only as a threat to Russia’s security but also as an attempt to extend American nuclear capabilities. “Not just as a defence shield, but a part of the U.S. nuclear arsenal – an indispensable part of a strategic nuclear weapons system (…) We will not get hysterical about this. We will just take appropriate measures,” said the Russian President (as cited in “US-Russia missile dispute causes EU headache,” 2007, “Positions” section, para. 1).

Not only Americans are trying to convince Russians that the BMD is not a threat to their national security; Poles and Czechs are doing so as well. During one of the meetings with Vladimir Grinin, Russian Ambassador in Poland, Aleksander Szczyglo, Polish Defense Minister, presented the Polish views on the project and reassured the Ambassador that the possible deployment of the interceptors on Polish territory will not cause any threat to Russia (“Poland holds consultations with Russia, U.S. over missile shield deployment”, 2007, para. 4). Although Poland and the Czech Republic are concerned about Russia’s attitude on the issue and would like to change Russian opinion on the deployment of the BMD in Eastern Europe, they plan to continue their talks with the U.S. no matter what the Russians say. The Czech Prime Minister said that his country can legitimately to conduct bilateral negotiations with the U.S, although before making a final decision there will be also consultations with Russia and NATO. 

Daniel Fried, U.S. assistant secretary of state for Europe, during the press conference, said that the Bush administration is satisfied with the Polish response to Russia. He also added that countries that are threatening Poland and the Czech Republic most probable do not know these countries, because such behaviour will only increase Polish and Czech determination. According to him Poland is following a very wise policy towards Russia by being tough when necessary (Bielecki, 2007, “USA: polskie postulaty są słuszne,” para 2).

The willingness of Poles to negotiate with Russia regarding the placement of the BMD on their territory, as mentioned before, was criticized a few months later by the Polish president, Lech Kaczynski. According to him there is no need and intention to lead any discussions with Russia about this topic. “We will certainly not talk with Russia. It [this issue] is between us and the United States” (as cited in “No plans for missile shield talks with Russia,” 2007, para. 3). The change of an attitude towards Russia among Polish politicians (one should realize that at the moment in Poland when the president says Poland will not negotiate all members of the government have to follow his way of thinking, otherwise they may be in trouble or even lost their positions. As a result nobody knows what are the actual positions of the various members of the government and what is merely an echo of the president’s opinion) is caused by various factors. Among those are: a meat embargo put on Poland by Russia – an unsolved problem that has lasted there for one year at the time of this paper’s writing – and the worsening political situation between these two countries caused by the Polish government’s attitude. The government in Poland, especially the Law and Order party (PiS), is treating relations with Russia very instrumentally and mostly in order to derive support from an electorate that is hostile towards Russia. That is also why government officials mentioned a few times that the deployment of the U.S. system on Polish territory will protect Poland from falling under Russian influence again.
 “There will be no new Warsaw Pact or Comecon [former organizations of the eastern block] in the future. Russia must get used to this idea” said president Kaczynski (as cited in “No plans for missile shield talks with Russia,” 2007, para. 13). On the other hand, however, it seems like Poland has a hard time deciding if the negotiations with Russia should be continued or not. During an interview with the Associated Press in the end of May 2007, Waszczykowski said “From a technical point of view, we cannot convince them. They ignore, they neglect, our arguments, and they are saying that any kind of a military installation in the territory of Poland, Czech Republic – that means on the territory of new NATO member states – is not acceptable for them” (as cited in “Poland’s deputy foreign minister accused Russia of showing “psychological problem,” 2007, para. 5). One can only hope that Polish officials will make up their minds before the negotiations with the U.S. so they will not contradict with each other, as they do when it comes to talks with Russia. On the other hand, what Waszczykowski said in the interview perfectly shows how much hatred there is among the Polish government towards Russia. For him, the fact that Russia had difficulty accepting NATO’s expansion in 1999 is an indication of a psychological problem in that country. Using such words will definitely not improve the already very bad relations between Poland and Russia, although it may win some support among Polish electorate. Poland is afraid of Russia placing its missiles close to the two countries’ boarder, but on the other hand has done nothing to reduce the like hood of such a deployment.

Zbigniew Brzezinski, Jimmy Carter’s security advisor, gave perfect reasons why Poland, as well as the rest of Central and Eastern Europe, should not be afraid of Russia concluding that Russia is not a super power anymore. Brzezinski claims that the main reason for Putin frustrations, revealed also during his now famous speech in Munich in February 2007, is the fact that Russia is not as important partner for the U.S. as it was just after the Cold War when Russia’s influence still rivalled that of America. Nowadays, when the importance of China and India is growing and when the U.S. is much more interested in the E.U and China, Russia has nothing left but regional influence. This is what makes Putin disappointed. Furthermore, it is why the Munich speech should not be taken too seriously, because it is nothing but the expression of unfulfilled ambitions.  And this is not about ambitions anymore, it is about possibilities. Although the Russian economy is doing much better today that it was few years before, is it not good enough to allow Russia to regain its Cold War-era power. The lack of inventiveness in the technological sector, the population decrease (caused mostly by disease), that has been observed for some year now, and poor relations with neighbouring states are the reasons why Russia cannot again become as powerful, strong, and as influential as it was back in the second half of the 20th century (Sarnacka-Mahoney, 2007, “Zbigniew Brzeźiński dla Dziennika”).

After Russian announced the possibility to target missiles in Poland, if the country aggress to host them, Anna Fotyga, Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs, said that it will force her country to make its military capabilities stronger. “ It is Russia’s warning of missile repositioning to target Poland that create a sense of danger and convince us to look for ways to strengthen our military capacities” Fotyga said during her interview with Interfax (as cited in “Poland may strengthen defense in response to Russia’s warnings – Fotyga,” 2007, para. 2). However, she also added that, as Russia is already aware of that fact, the system that will be possibly deployed in Poland is not an offensive one and there will be no warheads on the rockets. “There are no technical possibilities to attack Russia with those rockets. The shield will be completely useless should an attack be launched on Europe from Russian territory using mid-range missiles” Fotyga said (as cited in “U.S. missile shield useless if attach launched from Russian territory – Polish Foreign Minister,” 2007, para. 2). The threats from Russia and the lack of means to defend itself will probably force Poland to ask for more security guarantees while negotiating with the U.S.

2.3.3 Domestic situation

Although both countries formally supported the U.S. plans to place missile shields in Eastern Europe the internal political situation, especially in the Czech Republic, does not correspond with this official enthusiasm for the BMD. The support for the proposed missile shield by the Bush Administration is much greater in the Polish Parliament than it is in the Czech. The only political party that is against placing interceptors on Polish territory is the Polish People’s Party, while in Czech Republic all socialists who command half the votes in the Parliament, oppose the system (Skieterska, 2007, “Premier: bierzemy tarczę”). The Green Party would like more NATO and EU engagement with the project. The Czech Prime Minister, as already discussed, is against consulting the latter organization on this issue. If the Czech Republic finally agrees to host the radar, the actual deployment will be an extended and multifaceted process, said Rob Cameron from the BBC. This is due to the many legal procedures involved, the need to change the area of a no-fly zone, and also the problem of deciding who will take the responsibility for defending the base in the case of attack (“Europe split on missile plans,” 2007, “Strong opposition,” para 5). According to the Czech Constitution, the parliament has to approve the stationing of foreign soldiers on the Czech territory. This may present a problem, as there is no guaranteed majority for the government. The Green Party, a member of the governing coalition, has made the situation of the government even more complicated by declaring that it will support the project only if certain actions will be in line with the Czech “commitments to NATO and the EU” (as cited in “Europe split on US missile plans,” 2007, “Strong opposition” section, para. 8).
In both Poland and the Czech Republic, popular support for the BMD is relatively law. Most Poles and Czechs are in opposition to the system and do not want the missile shield to be placed on their territory. According to the polls taken at the beginning of May, 57 percent of the Czech population opposes the deployment of BMD elements on their territory, while in Poland the figure is 68 percent.  Due to the lack of information available to the public about the project and the fact that neither government has launched a public relations campaign to boost support for it, only 25 percent of the public in the Czech Republic expressed its support for the radar, while in Poland, only 26 percent people favour the interceptors (Hartung, 2007, “Again with the missile defense?” para. 6). While the support of the governments is increasing, the overall number of people who are pro BMD is declining. This can be seen, in particular during various protests against the U.S., its politics, and especially the BMD that take place in Poland as well as in the Czech Republic. Moreover, blogs and internet forums are full of negative comments about the BMD, which also appear in the Czech or Polish press. Regardless the growing number of the opponents of the project both countries want to host the elements of the BMD on their soil. Instead of running a campaign that would inform people about the system, its pros and cons, the Polish president is hoping President’s Bush visit to Poland will convince Poles of correctness of the decision to place the interceptors in their country. Topolanek, as well as Kaczynski, agreed that a national referendum on BMD is not needed (Skieterska, 2007, “Premier: bierzemy tarczę”). 

Czechs that live close to the area when the radar could be deployed are most concerned about their health. However, experts from the MDA say that there is no reason for them to believe that the radar would have negative effects on their health. At the moment the radar is operating in the Marshall Islands, and there have been no complains from the society there about such effects. The radar to be deployed is very similar to those used at the airports, only bigger, and will not be working all day long (McCarthy, 2007, “US in diplomatic push to sell missile defence in Europe,” para. 14).

One of the issues raised dealt with effects on the security of people in Eastern Europe where the interceptor to actually hit a missile. Some are afraid that once this happened, the remaining pieces falling down may be a threat to human beings or households. The U.S government explained that an interceptor captures the missile very high in space, and therefore most of the parts of the interceptor, as well as those of the warhead, burn up when they re-enter the atmosphere. “A few small pieces may survive re-entry, but pose little threat to people and property. The odds of damage or injury from an intercept are very small. European interceptors would not be used for flight tests, and would only launch during an actual attack on the United States or Europe,” stated the fact sheet issued by the U.S Department of State Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs (as cited in “U.S releases technical details on missile shield in C. Europe”, 2007, para 8).

However, after Poland had agreed to start negotiations with the U.S., the Polish government did not deal with these difficulties surrounding the project very well. For this reason, at the moment Poland is just a passive member in the discussions between the U.S and Russia, which definitely does not help the Polish government to gain domestic support for the missile shield. At the moment there is no way for Polish government to step back, because any attempt to do so would have a negative influence on Polish relations with either the EU, NATO, or the U.S, even leaving aside Russia for the moment. 

3. NATO reaction toward


3.1 NATO being left out

Although the U.S. is the most important and powerful member of NATO, it nonetheless hopes to keep the BMD outside the framework of the alliance for as long as possible. The most important reason for the U.S. to leave out NATO is time. Discussing and negotiating the missile shield project through NATO would be a process much more longer and probably more complicated than the current bilateral negotiations with Poland and the Czech Republic. According to U.S. officials, there is no time to wait for the allies’ decisions because the project should be started as soon as possible so it will be able to protect the U.S. and Europe from an attack by the “rouge regimes” in 2013. On the other hand, although NATO is not being consulted when it comes to the planned deployment of BMD in Eastern Europe, it may still play a role in the project in a wider sense. The U.S. is claming that the missile shield will protect all the allies from long-range missiles. However it would like the NATO theatre missile system, which could provide defence from short and medium-range missiles, to serve as a complement of the U.S. system (“US missile defense in Europe to complement NATO systems,” 2007).

Financial issues may be among the other reasons behind the U.S. decision to leave NATO outside the project. The missile shield project supervised only by the U.S. and countries in which the shields will be placed will be much cheaper than would be the same project done by NATO. This is because the plan proposed by the Bush administration does not cover the territory of all NATO allies. To make sure that it would do so, NATO would have to build an extra shield with longer range, which in the end would cost much more. The next issue is politics. In such a situation there would be also a problem with decision making, which could interfere with security. Other issues are both political and military. Creating the missile shield through NATO would prevent U.S. military hegemony, as the country will have to share its technology and refrain from unilateral decisions. The U.S. decision to leave NATO out only proves its military hegemony and, moreover, preserves it.

Most of the NATO member states do not appreciate the fact that the U.S. is doing everything regarding the placement of parts of the BMD in Eastern Europe bilaterally with the Czech Republic and Poland. Germany is one of the countries thinking this way, but the Germans do not yet have a plan for involving NATO in the project. “The Germans don’t know clearly yet what they really want, but they are obviously convinced that NATO should play a role in it all,” (as cited in (“NATO, Russia in US missile shield talks,” 2007, para.11). These words of one NATO diplomat seem to support the fact that there is a will but no plan of action. The entire discussion about ballistic missile defence pushed NATO allies to start debating the plans of shields to be created by the alliance. They already conducted research that proved that one of the member countries could be exposed to a missile attack. The organization has the technology to be capable of preventing such an attack, but no steps have been taken to develop such a capability since the study results were published in June (“NATO, Russia in US missile shield talks,” 2007). 

Although the U.S. decided to do the project without NATO involvement, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, the NATO Secretary General, has officially given his support for the deployment of ten missiles and a radar in Eastern Europe. Lately NATO has also agreed to consider the option of “bolting” NATO system to the U.S system to make sure that all of its allies are covered by the BMD. However, at the same time NATO will be continuing the development of its own project on missile defence.

3.2 Russian threats

NATO representatives do not see a threat to Russia in the planned missile shield in Eastern Europe. What is more they do not see the bases as permanent installations and because of that, according to NATO, the deployment pose no danger for Russia (Shchedrov, 2007, “Emergency conference Sought on Arms Treaty,” para. 13). One NATO official even stated that the installations in Poland and the Czech Republic will increase the world’s security.

Initially, NATO allies were afraid that the situation between the U.S. and Russia could be a beginning of a tension similar to the one these two countries shared during the Cold War period and that NATO would find itself in the middle of this quarrel. However, as the situation developed the allies started to support the missile shield in Eastern Europe more and more, while at the same time urging the U.S to hold talks with Russia. 

After the U.S. – Russian disagreement about the deployment of the interceptors on Polish territory and the radar on Czech soil, NATO allies united with the U.S. and jointly approached Russia in talks that were supposed to ease Russian fears about the BMD in Eastern Europe. The talks were held in Brussels and were also aimed at narrowing the differences over the U.S. plan among the NATO members. There was concern that if agreements were not reached, the divisions among the allies could become even bigger (“NATO, Russia in US missile shield talks,” 2007).

A NATO diplomat while commenting on the Russian threats stated that the planned missile shield is nothing in comparison the Russian missile capacities. “Indeed it would be technically impossible for any such system to have a significant impact on Russian capabilities” said john Colston, NATO Assistant Secretary General (as cited in  Sieff, 2007, “European-Based Missile Shields Not Aimed at Russia” section, para. 2). Scheffer, NATO Secretary General, supporting the American contention that Russia has had an opportunity to find out more details about the system, said NATO as well as the U.S. were very transparent while explaining how the system works and that there is no threat to Russia.
3.3 Poland and the Czech Republic

Generally speaking there was no single particular reaction from NATO members towards the Czech Republic and Poland. In most, was simply wondering why the alliance had been excluded by the U.S.

In conclusion,  it is worth mentioning that regardless of the decisions made by the Polish and Czech governments, the countries will face as well as negative consequences. However, if Poland and the Czech Republic decide to join the U.S. project, it will be the most important decision for these countries since they joined the EU. Both will have to bear in mind that there will be harsh moments in their relationship with the U.S. and that there is no way out.

4. EU Reaction toward
4. 1 Poland and the Czech Republic

The EU sent mixed signals about Poland and the Czech Republic negotiating bilaterally with the U.S. However, Jose Manuel Barroso, the European Commission President, said that “Any sovereign state of the European Union has the right to establish security arrangements with others” (as cited in “US-Russia missile dispute causes EU headache,” 2007, “Positions” section, para.6). These words of Barroso give the two countries interested in placing elements of the BMD on their territory acquiescence for further negotiations. What is more, they also prove that the European Union member states have the right to do business with other countries outside the EU framework and do not have to discuss the matter or ask for the permission inside the EU. However, there was also a comment by Javier Solana, Foreign Policy Chief of the EU, in which he warned Poland and the Czech Republic against accepting the American offer. In the explanation he says “sovereignty has to be made compatible with the EU’s general interest in security” (as cited in Haddick, 2007, “Backlash in Europe” section, para. 5). However, there are also European treaties that guarantee this sovereignty when it comes to security issues. So even if  the Polish and Czech governments agree to host the bases, they will not face any consequences from the EU. 

One characteristic of the countries that were under the Soviet influence is hard for the older members of the European Union to understand. For these states a word compromise has a very bad connotation, which has a bad influence not only on the talks about the BMD but also on the overall situation of these countries within the European structures (“Ekspert: Europa Środkowowschodnia wciąż marginesem dla rządu USA,” 2007). However, it is important to mention that Poland and the Czech Republic, after they become independent in 1989 turned towards the U.S. in terms of international security, treating this country as a security guarantor. The EU is treated very seriously by the two countries that joined it in 2004, but that relationship is based on economic rather than defence issues.

Not only Germany, but also Dutch politicians are against the missile shield in Europe and the negotiations that are in progress between the U.S., Poland, and the Czech Republic. Rene van der Linder, a Dutch member of the Council of Europe, was very critical toward the American project. According to Linder, the talks between these countries may create new tensions in Europe that could ultimately have a negative influence on European unity, and that should not be allowed. Another point that Dutch politicians made was that the project, despite currently being pursued by the U.S., will have broad international repercussions and should be approached multilaterally; it should involve other countries in Europe as well as Poland and the Czech Republic. Jacques Chirac, the former president of France, supported the Dutch point of view. According to him, if Poland and the Czech Republic will host the missile shield it may increase the chances  of deepening divisions in Europe, or bring back the Cold War order.

4.2 Russian threats

Germany, a member of the EU and NATO, is among the countries that would like to see those two organizations and the U.S. engage in more talks with Russia. The EU is generally concerned that the entire idea of the BMD is intended to protect countries from “rogue regimes” and not create a threat to the rest of the world. As the Foreign Minister of Germany said, “The core issue is to prevent a spiral of mistrust between Russia and the U.S. This is what is in our immediate European interest” (as cited in “US-Russia missile dispute causes EU headache,” 2007, “Positions” section, para. 9). Another reason why the EU would like to involve Russia more into the project is the fact that 25% of European gas and oil comes from that country, so there is a danger that Russia will cut off those supplies to EU member states, as it did with Ukraine, if EU becomes too supportive and involved with the BMD project. Furthermore, the existing tensions between Russia and the EU may be exacerbated by the Russian threats to withdraw from the CFE treaty (“US-Russia missile dispute causes EU headache,” 2007, “Other troubles” section, para.1). 

On the other hand, there is José Manuel Barroso, the president of the European Commission, who has not criticized the decision of Poland and the Czech Republic to start bilateral negotiations with the U.S., and indeed is defending these countries from Russian accusations. During one-day summit between Russia and the EU Barroso stated that it seems that Russia is trying to divide Europe over the missile defence. “One can get the impression that Russia views certain EU members, like Poland or the Baltic states, differently from other member states,” he said (as cited in Smolchenko, 2007, “Europe scolds a bristling Putin,” para. 16).  

It should be the EU that reminds the U.S. how dangerous it is to ignore or irritate Russia, and it should also be the EU that cooperates with the US on defence issues. For the moment, none of this has been done. 

What is more, Europe is also afraid that if the U.S. proceeds without an agreement with Russia, it will only alienate Moscow, which is against the idea of collective security, and could lead to new arms race. 

However, once Putin’s threats towards Europe became more frequent and confrontational, it became clear that Germany is concerned about the situation and sent its foreign minister to Russia. Generally opposing the BMD system the EU would like to maintain a more friendly relationship with Russia. Germans have an additional goal in keeping the relation with Russia less unsympathetic – the hope to see a pipeline built between their country and Russia. 

Generally speaking, Europe is more concerned with growing Russian threats than the U.S. is, and is concerned by the possibility of a new arms race.

4.3 CFSP and BMD

The EU could not remain silent in this debate. And although it did not produce any collective statement on the issue various member states expressed their views on the topic. As during the Cold War, it is, again, in the middle – between Russia and the U.S., with two of its member states involved in the missile shield dispute. 

Generally speaking the European response to the U.S. missile project was harsh. There is a concern among members of the EU, Germany especially, that the planned BMD in Eastern Europe will not protect certain parts of Europe, namely Bulgaria, Romania, Greece, and Turkey (“NATO, Russia in US missile shield talks,” 2007, para.10). According to Germany, being one of the top European critics of the system,  the Bush administration should talk to Russia first and once everything is settled start negotiations with Poland and the Czech Republic. What is more the BMD should be negotiated with the entire union because it also concerns all of Europe’s security. On the other hand, there is  Germany’ s Defence Minister, Franz Josef Jung, who is probably the only person who supported the system so openly. Jung in the  European parliament’s Foreign Affairs Committee commented that such a system could have an “important protecting role” for Europe. However, he did not explain what this role could look like (Madhani, 2007, “Support from Germany” section, para. 1). Angela Merkel, the German Chancellor, besides saying that the issue of the American missile shield in Eastern Europe should be discussed with NATO and not bilaterally and that the EU should present a common view on the subject, has not commented further on the topic for the past  several months. Among the other countries that are against or have some doubts about the project are Spain and Slovakia.

A further reason why the EU has been harsh on the U.S with regard to its BMD plans can be the fact Polish and Czech with NATO has undermined years of European attempts to create a consistent security policy that would be independent from NATO, which also means independent from the U.S. Given how slow progress in this area has been, however, it should not be surprising that Poland and the Czech Republic turned towards the U.S. rather than the EU.

As one could predict, Tony Blair, the former Prime Minister of the United Kingdom (UK), gave his full support for the project. Blair not only supported the installation of a radar and 10 interceptors on the European territory, but also suggested that some elements could be placed in the UK. In light of special relationship between the British Prime Minister and the U.S. president such a statement should not be a surprising revelation. 

Slovakia, a country that joined the EU in 2004, is also against the bilateral negotiations between the U.S., Poland and the Czech Republic. The Slovakian Prime Minister, Robert Fico, said that all parties - namely the EU, NATO and Russia - should be involved in the negotiations the U.S is currently having with the two other parties. This statement was also an answer to Russians threatening that they will target any BMD missiles that are deployed in Poland. Fico said “ this is so important for all Europe that I can’t imagine it could be based on bilateral agreements…Please put this issue on the table during NATO sessions and during EU sessions and involve Russia in this process” (as cited in Wagstyl, 2007, “Slovak leader urges talks on missile bases,” para 5). It seems like Europe has started to take Russian threats seriously while the U.S. is still not influenced by them at all.

Since January 2007 U.S. officials have been busy making trips not only to Poland and the Czech Republic, but also to other European countries, trying to convince their leaders that the planned missile shield will increase their security. According to Daniel Fried these trips were useful because the administration has observed a shift in the attitudes of the European countries (McCarthy, 2007, “US in diplomatic push to sell missile defence in Europe,” para. 5). The fact that many European countries were far from supportive of the BMD plans was mainly caused by leaving NATO out by the U.S. Nineteen NATO allies are also the EU member states. When NATO expressed its support for the project, some countries started to change their negative individual positions on the missile shield as well. All this could have been avoided if NATO had been involved into the project from the very beginning

If NATO were to become involved in the project, the EU could join its systems with the NATO system.

5. Future policy implementations

5.1 Integrating Russia

During its early years, the Bush administration made a mistake by not taking into a consideration the possibility that Russia under Putin would become more undemocratic, as has since happened. However, no matter how misguided the American policy was and how autocratic Russia became, both countries still have many common interests and their cooperation may bring mutual benefits. Among those areas of mutual interest is preventing Iran and Korea from getting the nuclear weapons and avoiding a conflict in Caucasus region (Sarnacka-Mahoney, 2007, “Zbigniew Brzeźiński dla Dziennika”).

Lavarov stated during an interview that “We have the impression that everything has already been decided in Washington. Such plans must assume co-operation from the start, and, as a first step, must include a join assessment of existing threats and co-ordination of measure to be taken” (as cited in “US-Russia missile dispute causes EU headache,” 2007, “Positions” section, para. 3). If Russians feel this way, then maybe it is true that the U.S. did not pay enough attention to Russian attitudes while negotiating the BMD plans with other countries. On the other hand, so many U.S. officials travelled to Russia that nobody can say it was neglected by the Bush Administration. However, the main purpose of those trips was to convince Russia that the system is not a threat to its security. What the administration should seek to do is more fully engage Russia into the process, informing them about the steps taken and sharing more information with them, something that, as is well known, is very difficult for the U.S. 

Due to the current uneasy situation between Russia and the U.S., it is very important that the Americans together with NATO start a serious dialogue with Russia about their security concerns very soon. However, the upcoming presidential elections in both Russia and the U.S lead to a postponement o such a dialogue (“US-Russia missile dispute causes EU headache,” 2007). Many of the NATO allies support this idea and urge for a dialog with Russia on the missile defence issues, which could be a good sign for the future of these negotiations.

As Mr Sidhu, an expert on missile defence from the Geneva Centre for Security Policy, said “we know very little about Iran, and I would suggest that the United States and Russia share more information (as cited in “US missile defense in Europe to complement NATO system,” 2007, para. 6). Similarly, Bush’s spokesman Tony Snow, has stated that “Cooperation between the United States and Russia is important in solving regional conflicts, stopping the spread of weapons of mass destruction and combating terrorism and extremism” (as cited in Feller, 2007, “Bush, Putin plan July meeting in Maine,” para. 9).

The American government should freeze the negotiations with Poland and the Czech Republic until it solves the situation with Russia. Because this has not been done, one could argue that the U.S. intentions towards Russia are not entirely clear and honest. 

5.2 NATO-U.S. relations
One possible solution to the problem of NATO’s position with regard to the BMD in Poland and the Czech Republic has been proposed by diplomats from the alliance. The main idea of the proposal is combining the NATO system against short-range missiles, which is currently under, development with the U.S. project (“Czech premier says U.S. missile defense system not EU’s business”, 2007, para. 8). It would be a perfect solution to most of the problems that the U.S. is facing while negotiating only with Poland and the Czech Republic. According to this plan, NATO in addition to the U.S. would be involved in supervising the BMD project in Eastern Europe. This probably would make relations with Russia less tense because Russians are much more eager to negotiate with the alliance as a whole, than with only the U.S. Finally, such a joint defence system would be able to cover a much larger geographic area, thus protecting more countries against the missile attack from the “rogue regimes”. In other word, countries that would not be protected by the planned missile shield would be guaranteed such a protection if NATO would take part in the project. However, although the project’s main idea is to improve the security of the U.S., and other NATO member states, Poland and the Czech Republic are secondary issues. 

Although the U.S. project is cheaper when done bilaterally with Poland and the Czech Republic, it would be more economically beneficial if NATO was included. However, as previously mentioned, the plan would not involve having an extra shield built by NATO. Rather, it would entail the U.S. involving NATO with the currently planned BMD. Then NATO could improve the system so that its range would expand to cover the territory of all the allies. NATO thus would not have to built another radar and missile shield, so the proposal would keep the overall cost down, protect more countries and make the decision making process much easier. Otherwise, NATO’s defence budget is not as big as that of the U.S, so NATO could have difficulty building its own missile shield against to defend long-range missiles. Also, creating one missile shield under NATO would be better from a purely political point of view.. Otherwise there would be would be two categories of NATO allies, not to mention the relation with Russia. On the other hand, the proposal could make all of NATO instead of just the U.S., Poland, and the Czech Republic, target of the “rouge regimes.”

Finally, there is another very significant issue. If the BMD was eventually built under NATO control, there is no doubt that the organization would intervene if one of the allies is attacked. The Article V form The North Atlantic Treaty says that “The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognised by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area” (as cited in the North Atlantic Treaty). However, a problem may appear if the U.S. decides to do everything bilaterally. Will NATO defend the U.S., Poland, or the Czech Republic in case one of these countries is attacked? The answer seems to be “yes,” since those countries are still in the alliance and Article V thus applies to them. Yet, due to the fact that these three countries would be breaking away from taking multilateral defence decisions by participating in the BMD, others might do the same when deciding whether to defend the BMD participants. The U.S. should consider all these arguments again, because its behaviour may lead to other allies to take more of such unilateral decisions, which in the end could cause, as already discusses, a division of the alliance into two group. That could stimulate very interesting discussions that could likely raise questions including whether creating the missile defence system with NATO would be worth it for particular countries, or whether it would be better to build the European system of defence. 

“There are equally many things that divide us and the list of disagreements seems to lengthen by the day. We need to find common ground to develop a better understanding of each other’s perspective and to create a basis for more effective dialogue and co-operation” said Jose Lello – the president of the NATO’s Parliamentary Assembly (as cited in Silva, 2007, “NATO no threat, Russia told,” para. 18). Lello is right in pointing this out. Without a willingness on the part of both NATO and Russia to have a constructive dialogue and motivation to achieve specific goals together, not much can be done. Both parts must cooperate in order to decrease the number of issues over which they disagree. Without this cooperation, major progress in their relations is unlikely.

5.3 EU Role

If NATO was involved in the project, then most probably the EU role would be limited because most of its countries are also NATO allies. Moreover, a NATO missile shield would protect all Europe, leaving the EU free to concentrate on other security issues, or simply improving it Common Foreign Security Policy (CFSP), which has not been very successful since its creation in 1993. With its own well-defined and working defence policy, the EU would be able  to take a leading role in the European BMD. At the moment, it is NATO that serves as the primary organization for planning European BMD. The EU member states have to finally take collective responsibility for security issues. There are some projects requiring them to do so;, they just have to be put into practice. However, so far the EU as a whole has made no statement about the planned BMD in Poland and the Czech Republic, so there is a little chance that the EU will be a big player when it comes to the BMD.

6. Conclusion

As Kurt Beck, the chairman of the German Social Democratic Party, wrote in his article for the International Herald Tribune, since 2001 the total money spent on arms has increased. Moreover, 46 percent of the total sum spent in 2005 was spent by the U.S. The danger of the weapons of mass destruction getting into hands of terrorists is increasing as the number of countries that are capable of producing such weapons also increases. That is why disarmament policies are so important in today’s international relations, and disarmament cannot be achieved without strategic partners such as Russia. Kurt says that if Russia is absent, none of the important international problems can be solved, and the situation surrounding the planned missile shield in Eastern Europe proves this (Beck, 2007, “Let’s talk about the missile shield”. The BMD in Poland and the Czech Republic is also supposed to protect parts of the Russian territory and it is impossible to talk about this issue without engaging Russian officials in discussions, as Poland is doing. The entire issue should be discussed again, but this time the discussions should include Russia as well as NATO allies. All partied should be presented with a strategic analysis and be able to discuss whether there is a real need for a missile shield along the lines that the U.S has proposed, and what is more is there any point of creating one if the threat against which it would defend does not yet exist. It should be remembered that imposing things on others usually has the opposite of the intended consequence. It seems like Poland and particularly the U.S. has forgotten about this rule. 

Right now everything depends on the funding. Lately, $180 million were cut by the Senate Armed Service Committee from $310 million that the Bush administration requested to start developing the system (Gearan, 2007, “Russia resists missile defense plan”). The money that was cut was supposed to be spent on the missile installation in Poland. Right now the only way to restore the money lost is through the House or Senate. However it is only possible when Poland agrees to host the missile shield. In other words, Poland must first agree to host elements of the BMD to allow the Bush administration to ask the House or Senate for the restoration of money lost. 
Eric S. Edelman, Under Secretary of Defence for Policy, said that the system is needed mostly to protect Europe and not the U.S. because the missiles that are deployed in Alaska are already able to hit any that could be fired from Iran (Polska I Czechy zgodziły się na negocjacje ws. Tarczy antyrakietowej,” 2007, para. 5). If this is true, then all the American explanations that the base in Eastern Europe is needed because their missiles cannot hit rockets fired from Iran are unreasonable. This would prove the fact that the missile shield is not only about Iran but also, and mainly, about other issues, most probably related to Russia. Otherwise the U.S could just concentrate on developing its national missile defense, while NATO would deploy its program protecting its allies from short and medium-range missiles.

There is always one, final solution: space. If the European states decide not to host American interceptors and a radar, the U.S can always place its interceptors in space, where it could use one of its other options – Brilliant Pebbles or an aircraft-mounted anti-missile laser system. The first one is a remainder from a program that the U.S. ended in 1991. A Brilliant Pebble is rather small missile that is based in space. Deployment of higher numbers of these missiles would provide a continuous protection from an Iranian missile threat. These missiles hit their target in its boots phase. The capabilities of a Brilliant Pebbles system have been proven many times by NASA and MDA by using “hit-to-kill” technology. The latter option is in its final stage of development and also has been proven to successfully provide coverage against missile threats. The only problem with the space-based missiles is that their deployment would be much more provocative than the offer the U.S. is presenting to Poland and the Czech Republic, and if not handled wisely, could lead to destabilization in the world (Haddick, 2007, “America has another choice, too” section).

Both countries are right to a certain degree. Russia has a point in saying that the possibility that Europe will be attacked by Iran is very small and it will be a long time before Teheran is in  possession of missiles capable of reaching the U.S, so there is no need to rush. Yet, the U.S. is right in saying that 10 interceptors and a radar is nothing in comparison to the Russian arsenal. 

If Poland accepts the U.S. proposal without asking much in return it will be wasting of a great chance and definitely should not be perceived as a success for the Polish government. However, in terms of relations with Russia and also the U.S., Poland should be a resolute negotiator and not take everything as it goes. If the country decides to host the ten interceptors, it should be under the following conditions. The project should be developed under NATO and not only American supervision, which would increase both the quality of the system and the area protected. Poland should get a assurance from the U.S. that visa restrictions will be taken away. The Polish government should make sure that the U.S. will spend more money on the renovation of Polish armaments and that the Polish army will be equipped with defence systems, for example Patriots. Finally, Poland should have proof that the system really works before making its final decision. Right now everything is being done in a rush. The system has not been proved to work 100% effectively and could be definitely developed better. As there is no threat from Iran yet, why not to spend a few more years on the improvement of the system?

The rushed activity of the Bush administration and its reluctance to consider Russian or European offers only proves the fact that the BMD issue is not about Europe and its security. It is about, and only about, the security of the U.S. and its defence against Russia. Otherwise the U.S. would accept the Azerbaijan offer and place interceptors for example in Turkey, which could be a better solution. 

This paper was written at the time when the situation about the BMD was changing everyday. A very good example is Putin’s sudden and unexpected proposal about sharing one missile shield, but only under a condition that the radar is placed in Azerbaijan. It is a diplomatic fight where billions of dollars are involved, from which Russia could benefit as well. There is a possibility that new ideas will arise or the overall situation will change radically, for example due to an unexpected conflict with Iran. At this stage it is hard to predict how this entire issue will end. However, it is obvious that Russia as well as other countries involved realize how much there is to lose and they will not give up that easily.

“Armaments were not created chiefly for the protection of the nations but for their enslavement” Mark Twain.
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