Is there now a new era in Russian-American relations, with Russia setting the pace of initiatives and reforms for the Commonwealth?

I would say that the most important aspect in this new era of Russian-American relations is that both countries are beginning to construct a new character of relations. So, the basis of these new relations, and more general changes in world politics, are a consequence of the democratic changes in Russia. Our democratic achievements in Russia were part of a process, the most important turning point of which was the defeat of the August putsch. Afterwards, there were serious developments which could only be resolved by the birth of the new Commonwealth of Independent States. Now the CIS and an independent Russia can say that we broke completely with the past and we can now build a democratic society. The principles on which we are building this society are the same on which the United States and Western European countries have laid in their foundations. This is the basic change that permits us to start a new era in relations with the United States; that was the intention of Presidents Yeltsin and Bush when they formalized this agreement in their Joint Declaration at Camp David.

The Joint Declaration at Camp David calls for a new era of relations in which the United States and Russia become partners. Can you mention several areas where our two countries can achieve important progress?

I believe that we are going to be partners and friends in all spheres of influence. Our relations with the United States will not differ from those between the United States and Western Europe. If we have even better relations, then that will be fine; but our goal is to improve the general characteristics of this relationship. Certainly we realize that you cannot just create this situation. The political will is there, the orientation of both presidents toward this goal is present, but it will take a lot of practical work to get rid of many of the legacies of the Cold War. One of these areas mentioned at Camp David is disarmament. Another would be to make both of our societies open to each other. Certainly, as two members of the United Nations Security Council we will construct a better relationship to solve international problems, especially regional conflicts. Thus, now we will have a chance to fulfill the original purpose of the United Nations. Perhaps now we can solve a number of other urgent issues. We have a wide range of problems that can be solved through cooperation.

There is now a great opportunity for our two sides to dramatically reduce the number of strategic nuclear forces; Presidents Bush and Yeltsin have announced plans to achieve such a goal. Do you foresee real progress in this area as the United States and Russia coordinate this process?

I believe it is possible, especially because of the determination of Presidents Bush and Yeltsin to start mutual unilateral initiatives. Now our two Presidents are going in the same direction. Certainly there are some differences in figures, but I do not see any difference that will hinder progress in these reductions. Secretary of State Baker will be visiting Moscow to further the process of dramatic reductions in nuclear weapons.

It was important that the other nuclear successor states of the Commonwealth, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan, pledged to disarm and be non-nuclear by the year 2000. So, it seems that the issue of nuclear non-proliferation is an area the United States and Russia should concentrate on. Will there be U.S. advisory teams sent to Russia to help solve the problems of disarmament and non-proliferation?

Well, I believe this is possible. Generally, we tried to solve this problem before when it was agreed between the new states of the CIS that there would be only one purely nuclear state and that would be Russia. The three others would participate in a unified command over these nuclear weapons and their destruction. They are all cooperating on this issue. I think because of the fast tempo of change in the power structure of the former Soviet Union that the former republics need some technical assistance to help us disarm. While some money was allocated for this purpose in the U.S. Congress, it is necessary to decide what type of assistance can be given by the U.S. to help in our process of disarmament. We are asking Western countries to help us in the quickest and safest way possible to fulfill our goal of nuclear arms reductions.

The West is planning to create a fund to stop unemployed nuclear scientists in me Commonwealth from being recruited by Third World countries seeking to obtain nuclear weapons.

Actually, there are two plans. There is the idea of creating an international agency for disarmament which can be funded for financial and technical knowledge to help this process of disarmament. I think it can coordinate its efforts with existing international agencies and they will not duplicate each other's activities. There is also the idea of creating some kind of trust or foundation for our scientists so they do not lose their purpose. It is very difficult to continue to conduct scientific activity in the current situation. The countries that participate in this foundation would benefit greatly from our scientific knowledge, for there are many new technologies to be shared; but first, the scientists should be used in the process of disarmament.

The other area I wanted to mention, which has been controversial, is the issue of strategic defense. President Yeltsin has expressed interest in joining the United States in developing a global defense program. Given the Russian economy's need for investment in the civilian sector, could you foresee Russia investing money in a Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) program?

I do not think the issue is just a question of money; it is much broader. The idea of SDI was born in the United States, and certainly it was promoted to protect the United States and its allies from the Soviet Union. However, at the same time, it would give an advantage to the U.S. Now the situation is completely different, and I believe the purpose for SDI is no longer valid. However, we all should acknowledge that there are reasons to keep some kind of anti-nuclear defense alive, especially with world developments that spread the knowledge of nuclear weapons. So our ideas are to combine the efforts of our nations and respond to this national desire to have some kind of defense system. But considering ourselves to be in one world, we should share it with the whole world. What we can give would be not only money; we have a lot of technology. It wasn't a secret, and it still isn't today, that some of our scientists were involved in anti-ballistic missile research. We have rather advanced space technology in general, so I think it could be a useful combination of different funds and sharing of some technologies.

Do you foresee an increasing level of investment toward building a large SDI program with a number of battle stations in space, when the nuclear threat is diminishing radically? Wouldn't a ground-based strategic defense be a more realistic program to defend against the future threat of new states obtaining nuclear weapons?

There is such an enormous amount of material and resources being spent on this aspect of defense, so I wonder whether this is still necessary with the new shift in the strategic environment This is another question which we must discuss very seriously. I am just discussing some general system of strategic defense. It does not mean we need these battle stations in space. This is another part of a question that we did not discuss in very much detail; but what we are proposing now is becoming engaged in SDI. You have this debate here in America where there are two schools of thought on the issue of SDI. One advocates putting arms in space, and the other argues against doing this.

The other point I wanted to mention is that President Reagan was the one who originally proposed to share the SDI system with the Soviets. If we are now partners who can share all of this top-secret information, why can't we start building new defense systems together? Then the Russians would know for sure that SDI would be used solely for defensive purposes.
I agree that such a sharing of technology would be a real confidence-building measure.

I would like to discuss President Yeltsin's proposal for Russia joining NATO. Do you foresee Russia at some point being a real part of NATO?
If we analyze his position correctly, he was not calling for immediate membership in NATO. Yet, in the long term, why not? If we are part of this process, the Euro-Atlantic community, the character of this organization is changing, and, therefore, I would not rule out this possibility. We have cooperated in supporting the CSCE [Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe] process as other Eastern European states have. Perhaps membership in NATO can be broadened to include other European states.

I gather that Russia and other members of the new Commonwealth feel that, in some respects, they are European; but on the other hand the country spans the Asian continent, thus the term "Eurasian." This 'Identity crisis" is not necessarily negative, since your new states can blend the best of both worlds to create and build better systems of government, economies, and new societies.

First of all, it is a fact of life that we are Eurasian. The important thing is what one does with this fact of life. We consider that from our geopolitical situation, it gives us a lot of advantages with our role in the world. We can be a bridge between these two worlds - Asia and Europe.

Would not your new relationship in the world open up a new door for the new Eurasian states to work with the nations of Japan, Korea, and Taiwan on a more constructive basis? A whole set of positive interrelationships can be developed with East Asia toward building a prosperous future.
I think that this is one of the problems of our foreign policy. We have many relations with foreign countries, and certainly our priority is with the United States and Europe. However, we should build new constructive relationships with Japan, Korea, and Taiwan.

Several generations have grown up in the United States and the former Soviet Union taught to view each other as enemies during the Cold War. Would not new projects of cooperation such as Operation Provide Hope, with NATO transport planes delivering food to each of the new states of the CIS, finally destroy this image? How can the Russian Embassy be a focal point in opening up our two societies to each other, especially given its past image?
I understand; and this is a real problem. However, I do not see any anti-American sentiment in Russia, and frankly speaking it has not existed in the past several years. I do not see any anti-Russian sentiment here in America. If you take the bureaucracies in our countries and how they functioned in the Cold War to create and invent limitations for our citizens to meet on an open plane, we have to change our understanding and break down these last barriers between each other in order to create a real friendship between our nations. Here at the Embassy we have really changed politically, but we have to change our appearance. I can give you two small examples of how we have tried to change that. The windows on this floor were closed and covered for many, many years. Last year, after the revolution, we opened them. Then for the first time, we held our first Christmas party in the Embassy. These are just small steps, and certainly there must be more serious changes, for we will try to maintain this Embassy no longer as a bastion, but as an open window to our country and our society so that there may be a real exchange between our nations.

How do you perceive the future of Russian-American relations? Does progress in these new relations hinge on the success of your economic situation and reform efforts?

There is certainly a question of the speed and amount of assistance to our country, which, if it is successful in supporting our reform efforts, would remove limits to relations. We can become really involved in solving world problems. The United States is not limited to supplying us with just financial assistance and food, but with teachers who can be directly involved in the new CIS, teaching our people a whole range of activities and ideals that would help us rebuild our states. So, there is a great opportunity for our nations to make real progress in building new positive relationships toward the new century.
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