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Abstract of
CONFRONTING A MULTIPOLAR WORLD: DETERRENCE, ARMS
CONTROL AND BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE REVISITED

The end of the Cold War and the resultant collapse of the bipolar world order are resulting
in the gradual emergence of regional Third World powers. America is left unchallenged as
a global superpower, yet its national strategy must now adapt to deal with a certain degree
of multipolarity based upon these regional power centers. The U.S. can achieve global
security through of impellance. Impellance, which is proactive -and forcible, replaces the
entrenched bipolar Cold War national security strategy with a globally oriented one. The |
added strength of reliable alliances: allows an imipellent U.S. to lead a collective of nations
which desire -a new world order. meel_lanée addresses the need for increased protection
against a rising ballistic missile threat in the Third World. Ballistic miissile arsenals are
viewed as regionally destabilizing, giving belligerent nations the ability to leapfrog over
neutral or adjacent nations to inflict psychological and physical damage upon once insulat-
ed states. Third World ballistic missile systems are rapidly improving through arms and
technology tramfcf:S.-. Arms control efforts via impellent strategy, concentrating upon
multiple aspects of the proliferation eguation, provides both incentives and disincentives to
slow the horizontal spread of technology and arms. Improved ranges and accuracies will
still occur through indigenous regional improvements and natural technology transfers.
Significantly improved anti-tactical ballistic missiles are needed to counter the rising re-
gional threats which arms control alone cannot prevent. Global networking of regional
pockets of antitactical ballistic missiles can provide a limited degree of protection against
increased-range regional miissiles. The bipolar 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty did not
consider a multilateral ballistic missile threat. The Treaty is the best existing vehicle to
address proliferation control and multilateral defense requiremerits. The current period of
cooperation between the U.S, and the USSR presents an opportunity to amend or redraft
the ABM Treaty to address the multi-axis threat and allow appropriate defensive methods.
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PREFACE

The topic of this stady is a direct offshoot of the lUr._S_. Naval War College’s 1990
Global War Games. Set in the late 1990s, the 'éqﬂapse of the Soviet regime presented the
specter of a multipolar world which the U.S. was ill prepared to face. Entrenched bipolar
reasoning was a serious obstacle-to overcome; t,h_ereby the question surfaced asking "what
is the nature of deterrence in a multipolar world?" This was the seed that, once planted,
generated this research path.

International events were breaking at a rapid pace as this paper was put through the
final review cycle. The ground war phase for the liberation of Kuwait had just concluded,
with events in the Gulf War proving timely to the subject matter of this wark. In addition,
SDIO announced plans to reorganize the Strategic Defense Initiative Program to concen-
trate upon ground based inter-continental ballistic missile active: defenses with additional
concentration on tactical ballistic missile defenses. Their new direction ép‘plies directly to
the independent conclusionis reached in Chapter IV,

Many of the personal interviews would not have been possible without the refer-
ences provided by Professor Kenneth E. Freeinan, U.S. Naval War College and Mr.
Thomas W. Johsison, Assistant for Policy and Planning in the SDIO/External Affairs.
Their help proved invaluable to the completion of this prodict.

Special recognition is deserved by those who took their .valuable fime to interview
with the author. With their insight; knowledge and expertise in the appropriate subject
areas, analysis was simplified to a great extent. In alphabetical order, acknowledgement is
due to the following: Mr. Fraiik C.. Caflucc’i, The Carlyle Group; Dr. Albert Carnasale;
John F. Kemiedy School of Government; Air Force Captain Chuck Costanza, SDIO; Dr.
Susan Koch, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; Ambassador Paul H. Nitze, Johns
Hopkins University; Professor Theodore A. Postol, Massachusetts Institute of Technology;
Mr. Baker Spring, The Heritage Foundation; Ms. Katlileen Roummelle, SDIO; and Mr.
Will Tobey, U.S. National Security Council Staff,
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CONFRONTING A MULTIPOLAR WORLD:
DETERRENCE, ARMS CONTROL AND
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE REVISITED
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The Issue.of Change.

We are facing a strategic transformation born of the success of our postwar policies.. Yet, such
fundamental political change will hkely be turbuIent There may be setbacks and new sources

of instability. Happy endinigs are never- guaranteed.

The world bears witness to an era of profound change, much of it the result of
events transpiring in the midst of the Soviet sphere of influence within the past decade. As
a result, the most significant global political unrest since the end of the Second World War |
is redrawing the map of Bastern and Central Europe; the Middle East is in turmoil; and
the USSR has turned visibly inward to deal with political, econosiiic and social crises rock-
ing their regime. Soviet.internal convulsions will occupy them for years, if not decades to
come, "The overall effect. . . is to create an increasingly diverse international system, Te-
placing the bipolar order of the postwar period." 2

The impact of these changes upon United States strategy and policy decisions is
enormous. As-anew global arrangement turns towards mulu'polarity, U.S. national and _
global commitments are also likely to shift. "Adjusting to this hew geopolitical éircum-

stance will be difficult for the United States. Its commitments around the world have

1. George Bush, National Secprity Strategy of the United States (Washington: The White House,
1990) P.5.

2. Yezid Sayigh, Confronting the 1990s; Security in the Developing Countrics, Adelphi Papers, no.
251 (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1990) p. 64.




increased in the past decade. . but the means of fulfilling those commitments are becom-
ing'more difﬁcult'“ 1
defense strategy. Deterrence - or more accurately the threat of response to hostile aggres-
sion - remained pivotal to U.S. national defense strategy during the course of the bipolar
ideological conflict. With the emergence of multipolarity, strategy is éxperiencing a state
of flux. What is the nature of deterrence in a multipolar world? Is deterrence an adequate
word to describe what is now required through U.S. nationzl defense strategy? The U.S.
Naval War College’s 1990 Global War Games attempted to explore the question.

The perceived retreat of the superpowers seems certain to alter the behavior of regional play-

ers, sometimes in very negative ways. Potential encmies will have mare, and in some cases

better, conventional forces. Third World possession of nuclear, chemical, biological, and

sophisticated conventional weapons raises a host of painful quesuons Our concepts of deter-

:nc:fi preemption, retaliation, escalation, and active and passive defenses must all be reexam-

America fiids hérself victorious, yet alone as a true world superpower in the 1990s.
Can the U.S. metamorphose its national strategy to one which fits its global leadership
role? The answer may well determine whether thé U.S,, like its Cold War adversary, will
retract into neo-isolationism or embraces the broad scope of r'espdﬁs‘ibﬂities borne by a
true global superpower.
Many surprises and compl‘ex issues face Amiierica as it confronts the ramifications of

its Cold War victory. Multipolarity may unleash many leadership challenges for the U.S..
It is ironic to look back upon the bipolar confrontation as stabilizing, yet by Cold War
standards, multipolarity embodies increased instability. Countries once under the sponsor-
ship of the U.S. or the USSR are e_mergiﬁg as regional powers in the possession of for-
midable armis arsenals. Integral to U.S. national strategy and global security is a means of

1. Joseph Kruzel, ed, 1988 - 1989 American Defense Annual (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books,
1988) p. 13.

2. Henry C. Bartlett and G. Paul Holinan, "Global War Games & The Real World," Proceedings
(February 1991): 28. :




within volatile Third World regions.

Arms coitrol has prodiced some admirable successes between the U.S. and the
USSR; the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, theé -
Inte‘rﬁ:tedi'ate-ra;ng'e Nuclear Forces Treaty, and the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks are
the most notable. Can multilateral arms control benefit from th‘e-succesé of these bilateral
regimes? What agency or vehicle can successfully implement and enforce multilateral
arms control agendas to limit rampant ballistic missile proliferation? What defense op-

Recent events in the Middle Eastern Gulf War demonstrate that bipolar logic does
not necessarily apply to 'Third World regional conflict in today’s multipolar strategic envi-
ronment. The ballistic missile threat is not an immediate one for the coritinéntal U.S., but
America’s allies are faced with a growing danger. Recently demonstrated tactical ballistic
missile protection works against limited range and capability threats. Are they sufficient,
or is a.global system of defense mandated by missile booster and guidance evolutions now .
occurring in the Third World? ._

The U.S. may well decide that protection from inter-contirierital ballistic missiles is
necessary. How does the U.S. comply with the 1972 Anti-Ballisitic Missile Treaty while
defending its vital interests from the dangers.of ballistic missile attack? Are the Soviets as
concerned about Third World ballistic missiles, and if so, would they be agreeable to
modifying of renegotiating the existing Treaty accord? What modifications are needed,
and should such a revamped treaty be limited to the U.S. and the USSR alone? If treaty
participation is widened, who should be offered to join?

The following chapters address U.S. national and global strategies to cope with
multipolar ballistic missile proliferation. The logical place to begisi is determining Ameri-
ca’s recent political and strategic course of evolution, and to examine the alternatives

available to enhance national, regional and global security.
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NATIONAL VERSUS GLOBAL U.S. SECURITY STRATEGY

1U.S. Defense Requirements in Transition.
How could a readiness for war in time of peace be safely prohibited, unless we could prohibit
in llke nranner tre preparations and establishments of every hostile nation? The means of

security can oaly be regulated by the means and the danger of attack. . . A wise nation. , .
does not raskily preclude itself from any resource which may become esseatial to its safety, 1

. . . the chief national security lesson of this decade is simply this: strength secures peace. 2

Separated by nearly two-hundred years of history, these: statements convey the
same essential message; for any nation te- remain strong, it requires a complete, viable
defense that adequately fulfills the critical security needs of its times. The concept of
defense --and specific strategies imparted to it - are consequently defined differently by
successive generaticns.

The Articles of Confederation addressed the overriding strategic issue of its period,
primarily in Article ITI, as ". . . creating -a defensive [emphasis added] alliance of thirteen
independent states to protect against foreign interference." 3 Since then, the U.S. has fully
accepted a commitment not only to its own prosperity; but to that of its _él._llies as well.

America stepped into the role of a global supéerpower, champions of preserving the
f_ra._gile world order that remained at the end of the Second World War. Its charter was to
lead and protect democracies and economies emerging in the shadows of a hegemonic

USSR. For the first time in its his;toi'fy the U.S. embraced the security and well being of

1. James Madison, "The Federalist Number 41, m Government and National Security, ed.
Richiard €. Remy (Menlo Park, CA: Addison-Wesley, 1989}, 24.

2. President George Bush, 21 March 1989, “United Statcs Army Posture Statement, FY90/91." p. 1.

3, Richard C, Remy, ed., American Government gnd National Security (Menlo Park, CA: Addison-
Wesley, 1989) p. 17.




other nations.in times of peace. Their safety and prosperity were U.S. cardinal interests as
well. The "Cold War" cemented the "Western" alliance together, with the U.S. at the
helm: The West faced a precise problem with a definite aim; the problem was moﬁo[ith'ic
communist expansion; the aim was containment ti:n’ough deterrence. We confronted one
enemy with one policy-strategy match. Deterrence was defined by former President
Ronald Reagan as the following:

Deterrence means simply this: Making sure any adversary who thinks about attacking the

United States or our allies or our vital interests concludes the risks to him outweigh any

potential gains. Once he understands that, he won't attack. 1

Deterrent strategy has been described as many things by many people. Perhaps the
best definition is that it is comparable to playing chicken. Deterrence became conceptually
oriented towards the response offen‘Sive, i.e., punishment. To the Soviets the inessage was
very clear; "attack our interests and we will respond asymmetrically with all of our nuclear
might." Yét we could not protect against a first strike nuclear intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM) attack should and when it occurred, i.e., denial of objectives. Deterrence
thizs became synonymous with reactive or punishing defense.

Response offense deterrence has not changed much in the last 30 years. Today, our
ability to secure victory in an all-out war relies upon "a decisive: and completely secure
superiority in offensive nuclear weapons that virtually eliminates any possibility of retalia-
tion (i.e., the perfect offense).“2 In the pure and simple response offense deterrence
world, a viable ballistic missile defense is considered by many as destabilizing. For two
equal offensive giarits, the one with a denial of objectives capability possessed the decided
advantage. Hence active defenses were felt to tilt the bipolar equation, increasing the
potential for conflict. The offense with the best defense could feel more secure in launch-

1. Christopher J. Lamb, How to Think About Arms Control, Disarmament, and Defense (Engle-
wood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1988) p. 63.

2. Arthur L. Bexmett Jr, Mg.d.ﬂthc&mm& Mofﬁzﬂuw

p. 4.




ing a first strike. The defensive capabilities against ballistic missiles were therefore limited
by the Anti-ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972, which remains in force today.

Response offense deterrence fell out of favor throughout the 1970s and 1980s,
particularly concerning its applicability to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
NATO defense policy clearly stated that if it were suddenly attacked by the Warsaw Pact,
even with conventional forces, it would respond - or punish - with nuclear weapons if
necessary. The loss in credibility for the punishment aspect of deterreénce, éventually
pointed out by the NATO mermbers themselves, centered around the lack of a way to deny
the obvious Warsaw Pact nuclear reply to NATO’s nuclear volley. NATO could threaten
to use nuclear weapons, but could not protect agdinst their subsequent use against them.
Hence the chicken analogy.

After nearly five decades of direct ideological and proxy military corifrontation
between the East and the West, the Cold War has thawed. Deterrent strategy and its
perfect offense, or big stick, direction proved adequate for the containment policy it once
served. Two adversaries successfully deterred each other from total war with their re-
sponse offense ficlear iriventories.

The head-to-head confrontation between the U.S. and the USSR has lessenéd sig-
nificantly with democratization in Eastern and Central Europe. Indications of diplomatic
mending are evident with the Intermediate-range Nuclear Force (INF) Reduction Treaty
and the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START), It must be stressed, however, that the
Soviet threat which gave birth to the need for a response offense deterrent strategy has fiot
diminished. The Soviet regime’s improved nuclear arsenal, combined -with ongbing domes-
tic chaos, may make them ". . . a greater, instead of a lesser, threat in the future." 1 Secre-
tary of Defense Dick Cheney remains concerned about the potential Soviet threat; ques-

tions about continued democratization and demilitarization leave him ". . . some: cause for

i vl e sl -—— ——

1. Paul H. Nitze, Interview with Author, 14 January 1991.




concern."! The U.S. faces an unistable and powerful Soviet Union and a jittery Third
World situation as well. Such an environment will prove very troublesome for future poli-
cy/strategy planners. Bipolar logic and threats of bumshment do not easily fit the emerging

new world order.

The Adequacy of Résponse Offense DeterTence. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) recognized by the end of the 1970s that response offense deterrence is incorfiplete
without a full marriage to protective detefrence.2 Response offense, or the threat of
punishmerit, was reaching the limit of its once useful life. Realizing the Soviets were
edging toward offensive strategic dominance, General Vessey, Cha]rman of the JCS briefed
President Reagan on 11 February 1983 on the possibility of a ". . . long-term strategy based
on strategic defense. . ;" and questioned the President ", . . wouldn’t it be better to protect
the American people than avenge them?"3 President Reagan took to heart the recom-
mendation of the JCS, and in March of that year ammounced the beginning of the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI).

Integrated Deterrence.
The canses of war remain as they were described by Thucydldcs, namely fear, ambition, and
the desire for gain . [Therefore] war, and the potential for war, will remain a feature of
taternational polmcs
U.S. defense strategy fundamentally continues to deter aggresSion, though the
nature of deterrence is shifting from the response offense to denial of objectives. This
does not mean the abandonment of offensive capabilities. Denial of objectives is com-

1. Casey Anderson, “Air Force on Course for Major Restructuring,” Air Force Times, 18 February
1991: 13,

2. Donald R. Baucom, "Hail to the Chiefs,” Policy Review 53 (Summer 1990): 69.
3. Baucom, 72.

4. Eliot A. Cohen, "The Future of Force and American Strategy,” The National Interest 21 (Fall
1990): 8.




prised of both offensive: aﬁd defensive capabilities. The defensive aspect of denial entails
passive characteristics, such as the ability to harden strategically significant areas, and
active measures, such as the deployment of ballistic missile defenses, The variable nature
of Soviet relations, and the strategic threat that they still impose, deands retention of a
formidable offensive nuclear response capability. However "the range of options for
responding to enemy aggression could now include defensive response options." 1

Together the U.S. and the USSR are facing a new threat, one emerging from the
shadows of the eclipsed bipolar world. Soon, many small and medium powers will possess
improved ballistic missile arsenals and | the ability to propel them towards both American
and Soviet vital interest. In the meantime, very real and serious regional instabilities are
increasing in frequency. These problems, and the unreliable nature of the evolving Soviet
state, are issues that response offense deterrence alone cannot deal with. The shortcom-
ings of punishment oriented deterrence clearly admitted, increased attention is now given
to denial of objectives deterrence as the strategic key to success. Iraq, and the Gulf War
aggression against Kuwait, provides an excellent case study.

When Iraq pulled away from its decaying Seviet orbit and invaded Kuwait, a West-
ern vital interest, all the strategic muclear and conventional retaliatory-might of the U.S. did

“not deter Saddam Hussein. The threat of punishmenit had no affect. Nuclear arsenals do

not threaten regional non-nuclear powers and their "weapons of mass destruction” because
they know we will not be the first to use t,hem_.2 The U.S. led coalition responded to the
Iraqi aggression, yet the coalition forces naturally assumed a denial of objéctives role.
Denial involved both the offensive military capability of the coalition, the active defense of
the Patriot anti-missile missile system, and passive defensive measures such as chemical
warfare protection, trenches, and hardening likely allied targets. The mere threat of

1. Bennett, 61.

2. Robin Ranger, "After the Cold War," Policy Review 53 (Suminer 1990): 12.




response proved unable, however, to keep a hegemonic medium regional power from -
invading in the first place. The shift from a bipolar to a multipolar world with small, previ-
ously neglected powers rising in promiinence, ", . . will involve additional potential initia-
tors of a conflict or war; shifting coalitions of major actors, an increase in global uncertain=
ty, and thus a more dangerous world than a bipolar one." 1* This dangerous world requires
the ability to deny aggressors, and potential aggressors, their objectives.

The roles of offensive and defensive deterrence, whén opposing the aggressive
ambitions of an adversary, are flexible and. interchangeable. To prevent misreading the
intent of which deterrence is being used in what context (bipolar or multipolar), deterrence
should connote 2 "balanced offensive-defensive emphasis” in the denial perspective. 2
Integrated deteirence inherently blends the response offense with passive and active defen-
sive protection to provide the capabilities required to support U.S. policy world-wide with
limited forward presencé forces. Integrated deterrence is a crucial part of U.S. national
security strategy.

The Gulf War amplifies the fundamental need for an integrated deterrence capabil-
ity. Iraq has demonstrated that ballistic missiles pose very real dangers to regional stability
and U.S. global interests. The sudden and disturbing use of SCUD missiles against Israel
and Saudi Arabia demonstrated; (1) that ballistic missiles have the potential to destabilize
a wide region in a very short period of time, i.e., they are quick in accoxﬁplish’ing their mis-
sion and can reach beyond immediate reg'ioﬁa_l_ neighborhoods; and (2) ballistic missiles do
not have to be effective against military targets to be a potent psychological weapan of war.
Ballistic missiles can damage the "people” element of the "trinity of war" and their will to

————— g -y —— T -

*  Iraq’s invasion also confirmed the decay of bipolarity. The USSR would never have allowed

Iraq to commit its transgressions in the bipolar past for fear of directly confronting the U.S. and initiating the
next world war.

2. Bennett, 76.




continue the.cause.l” Reactions elicited are as significant as targets destroyed.

For the first time in history, however, an effective anti-tactical ballistic missile
(ATBM) active defense was available. The Patriot anti-missile missile system demonstrat-
ed remarkable "protective" capability despité: relatively primitive technology and limited
range. The Patriot proves the necessary first step evolutionary adjunct to a fully capable
integrated deterrence strategy. The Patriot’s ATBM shield helped keep the Gulf War from
quickly boiling over into a much more involved conflict. Israel, without the protection
provided by the Patriot, would most likely never have subjected its population to the re-
peated psychological and physical shock of ballistic missile attacks from an avowed Arab
enemy. Without an active defensive system on their soil, it is doubtful that passive defense
alone would have appeased the Israeli leadership and population. The very foundation of |
the U.S. led coalition was kept intact by thiwafting Saddam Hisséin’s attempts to broaden
the War.

So successful appears: the Patriot in protecting "civilian populations® that other
nations are expressing strong desires to acquire the system. Raytheon stock is rapidly
rising as the company harvests the benefits of a proven active defensive weapon system.
The Patriot is only a.glinipse of what the ATBM weapon of the future could be capable of.

Such protection is vital to the concept of forward presence.

Proactive Defense. 1J.S. policy and economic realities demand forward presence vs
forward deployment of U.S. troops and supplies; forward presence relies upon integrated
deterrence. The logic follows: The U.S. is-sure to face reduced defense expenditures in

the near term; at the same time, the U.S. has a steadily increasing range of global commit-

1. Carl Von Clausewitz, On War, Michacl Howard and Peter Paret, eds. (Princeton: Princeton
Unitversity Préss, 1984) p. 89.

* The other two elements of the "Trinity of War" are the commander and his army, and the
government.
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ments. Reduced fonding will imp‘a‘cf U.S. capability to defénd those commitments

The proposed 1992 defense budget marks the first step in a massive restructufing of the mili-

tary that would scrap the current command structifre and shrink the force by one-fourth over

five years, ‘
Therefore the U.S. must (1) maintain its ability to reconstitute forces in order to face the
potential of a reemergent Soviet threat to Europe and other vital interest areas: and (2)
have a viable defensive (active and passive) capability to counter any immediate crisis that
threatens forward presence forces, vital interests, or allied vital intf;rests.2 The naturai
course of strategic evolution recognizes the need for a combined offensive/defensive, or
integrated, capability. The implicit instability of a multipolar world derharids it.

In order to handle the unceftain nature of security threats encountered in the
multipolar world, integrated deterrence must combine with the elements of forwaid
presence to develop a proactive instead of a reactive defense. Proactive defense antici- _
pates significant problem areas. More importantly, proactive defense allows for the pro--
tection of U.S. adssets; allies and vital interests with means other than response oriented
capabilities. Passively and actively defending, responding offensively when necessary,
integrated deterrence will proactively deny potential adversaries their objectives.

National security strategy is gradually adapting to éncompass the global nature of
U.S. power and influence, and the changing nature of deterrence. The U.S. is embracing
its global commitments with a comprehensive approach, one that involves all national

assets.

National Security Strategy.

<%« it is impossible to foresee or defing the éxtent and variety of national exigencies, and the
correspondent extent and vafiety of the' means which may be necessary to satisfy them. The

L. William Matthews, "Budget Plan Points Wayto 4 Commands Replacing 10," Air Force Times, 18
February 1991: 3. :

2, Captain Larry Seaquist, USN, "U.S. National Security Strategy," Lecture, U.S. Naval War College,
Newport RI, 3 January 1991.

11




circumstances that endanger a nation are infinite. . . 1

In the face of future global uncertainty, the U.S. is implementing a security plan
with broad international breadth and scope. President Bush’s Aungust 1990 National Secu-
rity Strategy confronts not only the é6n-going implications of continued Soviet instability,
but of Third World regional conflict as well. Such a strategy is a major milestone. The U.S.
does not have a history of proactive strategic thinking. Instead, our stratégies were reac-
tions to aggression and to perceived sources of aggressi-on and involved primarily a pun-
ishment oriented response offense deterrence. Now the nation faces a watershed transi-
tion period, a period of *violent peace". 2 The révised U.S. national strategy shifts proac-
tively to confront this new era, taking on a distinctly global flavor. U.S. leadership recog-
nizes that America is in a unique position of strength, one from which it ¢an influence the
world order for decades to coifie.

President Bush’s National Security Strategy stresses that in order to fulfill our
potential as a true global power in a2 multipolar world, we must benefit from each of the
following seven areas that endow our national power; form of government, political,
economic, military, technology, ecology, and social hea.lth.?’ The President acknowledges
the unique credentials the U.S. alone possesses to lead the community of nations toward a
peaceful coexistence. He amplifies in his 1991 State of the Union address:

Among the nations of the world, only the United States of America has had both the moral

stariding, and the mears to back it ip. We are the only nation on this earth that could assem-

ble the forces of peace.* ’ '
National strategy transforms to global strategy. As the global superpower of the 1990s,
almost every action taken at home by the U.S. will directly influence regional and global

1. Alexander Hamilton, "Federalist Papers, Number 23", American Government and National
Security, ed. Richard C. Remy (Menlo Park, CA: Addison-Wesley, 1989), 23.

2. Seaquist, Lecture, 3 January 1991,
3. Seaquist, Lecture, 3 Jantary 1991,

4, President George Bush, "State of the Union Address, 19 January, 1991.

12




issues-abroad.

U.S, Global Commitments. President George Waslington warned against “foreign
entanglements,” yet great powers must out of necessity enter into such relationships. "A
great power is as responsible for what it does not do, yet is in its power to do, as for what it
does. Power breeds responsibility.” 1 It is, however, unwise and impossible for the U.S. to
become directly ifivolved in every potential ljegien,al conflict on the globe. Future force
structures and economic realities alone prevent such an alternative. The U.S. none-the-
less is rising as a force of "global balance” through its unique and powerful position, much
like Great Britain at the height of its maritime empire.z The U.S. has traditionally sought
to defuse hegemonic hopeful_s', and therefore has the diplomatic credibility to . . .. assume
the balancer’s role."3 For such a global policy to have any credibility, ". . . 1t must have.
common elements, even if it is applied differently from region to region." 4 We must foster
new relationships using all instruments of national power. Every attempt must be made to
solidify the multipolar condition that the U.S. victory in the Cold War is in large part
responsible for. Global power in a multipolar world invelves much more than simply safe-
guarding solely our own national interests. Our national interests are inseparably tied to

those of our-allies and parthers.

Impellance. To meet the burdens of global leadership, President Bush recognizes
that all the instruments of national power must be used simultaneously and interchange-

ably to solidify our leadership position. The U.S. can then guide an unstable world to a

1. Irving Kristol, “Defining our National Interest,” The National Interest 21 (Fall 1990): 21.

2. Christopher Layne, "After the Cold War," Policy Review" 53 (Summer 1990): 9.

3. Layne, 9.

4. Robert 8. Litwak and Samuel F. Wells, Jr. Superpower Competition and Security in the Third
World (Cambridge, MA: Ballinger, 1988) p. 23.
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peaceful coexistence through its own moral strength, military might, economic leadership,
etc. Global strategy, as President Bush has noted, mmst encompass all national strengths to
fulfill the global balancer’s role. Under worldwide scrutiny U.S. actions must be carefully
planned and well executed. The U.S. is in a position to implement its globally oriented
national security strategy through impellance. |
Impellance is a notional term derived from the word "impel."
tmpel (vt) [impellent: n-s)] - to urge or drive-by force or constraint: exert moral pressure:on or
affect with marked moral compulsion in a parucular direction: to create or generate by force
or constraint.
'When the President speaks-of a U.S. with the moral force and the national strength to ", . .
fulfill the long-held promise of a new world order," he calls for an impellent strategy. 2
Vital to impellance is each of the. é,eVen foundational elements President Bush annunciates
in His August 1990 National Security Strategy. He also recognizes the extreme importance
of healthy and stable alliances. A global power cannot conduct its necessary leadership
activities without the intricate organic web of crucial alliances which comprise much of its
vital interests. The mutual inflience of each upon the other is imperative:

We cannot lead a largc group of nar.mns u.nless we take theu- mterests, as well as oyur own, in

1mpellem strategy is the essential and comprehensive U.S. global strategy for con-
fronting a multipolar world. To impel, the U.S. must wield all instruinents of national
power in one neat package. In this manner impellance comprises a complete and multi-
faceted strategy for facing an uncertain global envitonment. The diverse nature of impel-

lance requires it be built upon each key element of U.S. national strength. The U.S. acts

nationally on a global scale. With the added strength of trusted allies, impellance will be of

S O W S ——— — — —— —— —

1. Philip Babeock Gove, ed., Webster's Third World New International Dictionary (Springfield, MA:
C&C Merriam Co, 1976) p. 1132.

2. Bush, 29 January 1991,

3. Nitze, Interview With Author, 14 January 1991,
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tremendous benefit when confronting delicate global or fegional issues such as multilateral
arms control regimes, alliance structures, and economic relationships. From a strictly
military standpoint, impellance fundamentally embraces integrated deterrence: Proactive
defense protects fofward presence and regional stability, and drives towards a globally
applied integrated defensive capability. .

The global strategy of impellance rejects the implication that the U.S. maintains
sole responsibility for peaceful coexistence in each region of the world. Instead, the varied
strengths of American national power, combined with those of our allies and various limit-
ed partners, propels impellance towards achieving the ultimate goal of rational and peace-
" ful coexistence. America, while the dominant force globally, is déstined to lead and not to
dominate global political relationships.

Impellance does not involve offénsive actions in-all ifistances. Impellance uses
whatever nreans available to move toward stability. It encourages collective defenses and
alliances, yet provides the necessary amount of retaliatory power to deter potential aggres-
SOTS. Impeﬂance-_inhercnﬂy includes traditionial concepts of deterrence. Reality dictates
that impellance remains flexible, and able to respond to-a wide range of crises. Impellance
subsequently demands a fast response capability across several levels of possible action.
Impell_anée, while proactive, may quickly deny amy adversary its intended objectives. The
volatile multipolar condition requires the global strategy of impellange, and impellance
requires thie tools of speed and flexibility in order to assume and execute its tasks.

Impellent strategy needs the cohesive web of alliances to provide a wide reaching
web of security arrangements across vital regions of the world. The purpose of these
arrangements. must fo’éus upon “. . . any and all potential aggressors," and not just one
enerny,1 Any single nation now appeér‘s at great tisk by deciding to stand alone in the

rultipolar world. There is much to be said, however, for not placing a total reliance upon

1. Cohen, 7.
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collective securities, for they are often not in agreémerit ipon how to impel an aggressor to
bend to the wishiés of the many. Collective arrangements place the U.S. vulnerable to
dv::maga:;gic-agg:_g;cie_s_.1 With this risk kept in mind, 'thje proven arrangements of armaments
and alliances must remain ifidispensable strategic factors.2 The task of impellance is to
bring alliances, and each of their strengths, together to effectively and proactively defend
the collective against emerging multipolar threats. In the same manner, impellance with-
out flexible and proactive defenses is fot capable of reacting with the speed and flexibility

required to stabilize dangerous regional environments.

Impellance in Action. When asked if the U.S. was the only superpower in the new
world order, Vice President J. Danforth Quale replied: "certainly in terms of economic
and military combined."3 Recent events demonstrate the unfolding of U.S. global super-
power statis to maintain world order. The Gulf War gives two concrete examples of U.S.
impellance. In the first, the U.S. provided the moral force and the military might to con-
front Iraqi aggression against Kuwait. The U.S. led efforts to enact the wide range of
United Nations (UN) resolutions, economic embargoes, and finally the use of force to re-
solve a powder-keg regional issue. The USSR was convinced to abandon their client and
support the UN resolutions, while just as sigﬁificantly the U.S. impelled the Peoples
Republic of China (PRC) to-abstain from their veto power in UN Security Council Resolu-
tions, The U.S. convinced other Arab coalition partners that driving Irag out of Kuwait
would bé to their own best ifitérésts. Before finally wielding the miilitary miight of coalition
military forces, the U.S. formed a cohesive blend of each of its national strengths to bind

1. Frank C: Carlucci, Interview with author, 6 December 19%).
'2. Cohen, 7.

3. I, Danforth Quale, Cable Network News Newsmaker Sunday, 2 February 1991.
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tion military forces against Iraq was impellance in action.
In the second instance, a much more intricate impelling methodology was used.
The impellance was directed at Israel, avowed enemy of Iraq and of several of the Arab

coalition partners. In the past, at the slightest Arab provocation, the Israeli’s responded

immediately and decisively, and occasionally intervened preemptively to prevent possible:

harm to the Israeli population. Israel, howeveér, was impelled by the U'S. to remain passive
despite the repeated SCUD attacks from Iraq. The U.S. convinced Israel that their best

interests were served by the U.S. led coalition’s military forces already pounding targets in

the Iraqi theater. The U.S. used diplomatic pressure, active defensive iilitary aid through
Patriot missile batteries, and international economic assistance to convince the Israeli’s to
not broaden the war and subsequently threaten the cohesion of the coalition. America is
the only global power able to adequatély confront and achiéve success dealing with sich a
* delicate regional affair. The U.S. had all the elements of national strength combined to
wield an effective force, a force which could morally and militarily lead the coalition
against Iraq and keep Israel out of the conflict.

Stability in the Middle East region impacts a diverse segment of the international
order. While impellance attempts to stabilize the critical mass of the Middle East, radical
fundamentalist factions view continued U.S. presence and influence in the area as neoco-
lonialism in action. It should come as no shock to the American political and military
leadership that many of the pro-U.S. Middle Eastern political authorities are in the minori-
ty in their own countries. The situation in the region will remain fragile for some tirité to
come, a true challenge for impellent strategy. |

Another fragile political situation exists in Eastern and Central Europe. The securi-
ty of these regions is at risk from the internal and intra-regional Ua‘nﬁformaﬁOns and the
rapid rate of change at which they are occurring. These areas will soon find themselves
facing the added risk of extended-range ballistic missile arsenals from volatile neighboring

regions. Indeed, the Soviet Union will inay become vulnerable to ballistic missile attack
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from the Koreas, India, Pakistan, Isracl, Syria, Iraq, Bgypt and Iran; the Chinese are possi-
ble targets for Pakistan, India, and North or South Korea; and NATO, in particular the
entire southern flank, is vulnerable to attacks on almost every sid'e.1 Impellance must be
able to couriter sources of instability through diplomatic actions such as arms control, and
to counter threats when arms control fg_ﬂs. Impellance must be equipped to confront
virtually any contingency. Proactive in nature, flexible and fast in response, able to deny a
wide range of adversaries their objectives, the organic web or national strengths and strate-
gic and diplomatic alliances give impellance its potency.

Impellance, if proactively planned and continuously implemented, will continue to
support a broad spectrum of U.S. global leadership responsibilities. Global strategy can
flow freely from political to military to economic, etc. - or all may work together - to satis-
fy specific national, regional, or global security needs.. With impellance we maintain "the
ability to project American power to build and preserve the international equilibrium -

globally and regionally - in support of peace and security.” 2

Observations. The U.S. cannot become a global force without the full, continued
support of its own population and government. Of all the elements of national power,
these two form the very foundation of U.S. strategy and policy. In the same regard, the
U.S. is no longer the isolated island nation of bygone eras. Alliances are critical to future
success. The U.S, is primarily committed to each citizen, yet must also consider the needs
of each allied nation as well.

U.S. citizens need to understand that domestic actions impact international order,

just as events overseas influence American lives at home. The education process must

1. Martin Navias, Ballistic Missile Proliferation and Third World Security, Adelphi Papers, no. 252
(London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1990) p. 44.

2. George Bush, National Seciirity Strategy of the United States (Washington: The White House,
1990) p. L. '
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corivincé Americans they are key members of d community of nations, and must begin to
behave accordingly. Without domestic pepular support, the orb of American global influ-
ence shall soon be eclipsed. Scon thereafter each American will begin to feel the impact,

Essential to the successful implementation of impellance is the strength of each
area of national power. In many regards, U.S. impellance power is reduced by each weak
link in the chain, If the economy is impotent, impellance will suffer. Efforts are presently
underway to attempt to strengthen U.S. economic capabilities and assets with a series of
banking reorganizations proposed in February 1991 by the Bush administration. The U.S.
cannot provide economic leverage to impellance strategy with its own financial house in
disorder.! In the same regard military power, and the ability to forcefully implement the
elements of that power, becomeés extrefmely important. The U.S, mmust have the means to
back up its words when diplomacy fails to peacefully impel

Of immediate concern to global, regional and U.S. security is the threat of ballistic
missiles, Aside from a proactive defense at home and abroad against sich systems, the
prospects of arms control still hold value and hope as a viable element of impellance
strategy. A comprehensive arfs control regime may help to limit the extent of the ballistic
missile proliferation problem. Arms control is the fifst line of defense for controlling
regional proliferation. Impellance can positively affect mulfipolar arms control efforts

through U.S. led initiatives.

A e S g e T T A —. Yo v e W

1. Nitze, Interview with Author, 14 January 1991,
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CHAPTER I

ARMS CONTROL AND BALLISTIC MISSILE PROLIFERATION

Arms Control Strategy. Arms pi'olifez‘ation is perhaps the most significant issue
confronting Presidenit Bush’s new world order. Liberated from the constraints of bipolar
politics, developing nations are ripe for regiobal conflict. The United States’ impellarice
strategy faces its toughest obstacle in multilateral arms control. President Bush’s August
1990 National Security Strategy set the groundwork for a continuous wave of forward
thinking methods to effectively counter threats to U.S. interests and security. Impellance,
as an international catalyst, roust rivet global attention iupon the serious and potentially de-
stabilizing arms proliferation issues. Proactive by design, impellance becomes the center-
piece for U.S, arms control stré,tegy. "Western governiments should begin now to define
their objectives in arms control. At this point, the West does 1ot know what to protect or
what to seek from arms control forums.” 1 In a period of viclent peace and budget reduc-
tions the U.S, is certain to pursie arms control as opposed to unilateral cuts. One da-nger’
that miist be avoided is America ”.. . compromising technology options in the arms control
]proces;s.“2

A brief examination of internal and external sources of regional arms proliferation
is necessary. The key task is providing a framework in which inipellance can guide the .

international community into a series of stable relationships:

1. Naneite C. Gantz, Extended Deterrence and Arms Control, R-3514-FF (Santa Monica, CA:
Rand, 1987) p. 24. ‘

2. Joseph F. Pilat and Paul C. White, "Technology Strategy in a Changing World," The Washington
Quarterly no. 2 (Spring:1990): 87.
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The Internal Sgurces.of Proliferation.

Since arms are not-the sole cause of war, negotiated arms limitations ate not likely to eliminate
armed conflict between and among ¢ountries.

Many regional factors within and around lesser developed countries continue to firel
the infusion of arms and related technology into the Third World. Post-colonial political
boundaries endure as a cause of much regional instability. Ethnic, cultural and religious
unrest continuously incite regional ¢confrontation.? Modern weapon inventories provide a
necessary degree of psychological support for fundamental nation buildinig. Conflict fre-
quently arises where fundamental national pride becomes displaced by goals of regional
supremacy or hegemonic dominance_.3 Third World countries thus becoihe vulnerable to
the deft manipulation of regional dynamics by self-interested arms exporters. They
become convinced that they must embrace the primacy of weapons to remain inviolate
against their presumably hostile neighbors; This often motivates the acquisition of a large
arms inventory to provide the necessary means of self defense:

“Despite severe economic problems Third World cotntries continue to receive. about two-
thirds of the global flow of major weapons. Almast hatf of this flow wasaby the mid 1980s,
directed towards five nations - Irag, Egypt, India, Saudi Arabia, and Syria.

The distorted priority placed upon weapons acquisition in the Third World places
arms programs a,b‘er even the most basic needs of the civil population. National existence
takes priority over any hardships the population must endure. A disproportionate amount

of power and influence is fixed in the hands of the Third World military leadership, most

1. Coit D. Blacker and Glotia Duffy, eds, International Arrs.Control (Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, ].984) p- 336.

2. Yezd Sayigh, Confronting the 1990s; Security in the Developing Countries, Adelphi Papers, no,
251 (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1990) p. 71.

3. Andrew L. Ross, Arms Production in Developing Countries: the Continuing Proliferation of
Conventignal Weapons, N—1615AF (Santa Monica, CA: Rand, 1981) p. 20.

4, Thomas Ohlson, Arins Transfer Limitations.and Third World Security (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1988) p. 5.
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often at the expense of the civil 1eadership.1 Military leaders often fail to take the funda-
mental needs of the population into consideration. There is the constant possibility of
hegemonic rulers ascending to power in the Third World, rulers who are even less interest-
ed in the peeds of their regional néighbors than in the needs of their people.

The capacity constantly exists for certain he’g'emoﬁic' rulers to rise and resist all who
challenge them, Such leaders, though fiercely deternfined, are not always the most sensible
in their actions. Castro, Kaddafi, Khomeini and Saddam Hussein are textbook examples of
conform to logical and moral methods of operation. Each hubris-riemesis leader holds his
respective population in total control, eager to obey his every command. The hubris-
nemesis leader is oftef unpredictable and dangerous. Each has an ungaenchable thirst for
power, and will attempt to satiate that thirst tirough national and then regional dori-
nance, Massive amounts of military arms are the hubris-nemesis ruler’s security blanket.
Quick recognition of rising hubris-nemesis leaders will enable the appropriate planning
and required actions to stop them short of attdining their hegemonic goals. If left to
develop to the extreme, the hubris-nemesis leader may become a very potent source of
anti<U.S. sentiment throughout his nation, and perhaps kis ertire region. Regional security
is not compatible with regional dominance.

As regional states strive to provide for their own security, their growing military
capability may in-turn pose a perceived threat to the security of its neighbors. The acquisi-
tion of weapons, meant to énsure national survival through strong defense, oftén results in
unrestricted regional arms races which further threaten.stability and state security. The

1, Ohlson, 51.

2. David Roaféldt, Three Dark Pieces, P-7607 (Santa Monica, CA: Rand, 19’90-):‘ p 10:

* According to Ronfeldt, "hubris is the prétension to be godlike ... Nemesis was the goddess.of
divine vengeance and régribution.” Edch such hubris-nemesis leader will be filled with a sense of hubris, each

cdomshitted to being the nemesis of the U.S,; for these men, America is the epitome of hubis, and hence a
jealous rival and the chosen enemy.
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never-ending cycle of escalatory arms activity thus presses the need for the most advanced

systems on the market.

The External Squrces.of Proliferation,. Regional Third World arms proliferation is
a direct offshoot of the bipolar superpower confrontation. During the Cold War the U.S.
and USSR traded large amoumts of arms to theif Third World clients. The arms sold were
usually inferior equipment that provided the most basic of defense needs.] Political
motives drove the superpowers to supply arms to developing countries. Neither superpow-
er, however, envisioned the long-term imipact of its extensive arms export actions.? The
U.S. and the USSR still remain principal arms exporters. However, in the past decade
several other substantial sources of arms have appeared. Each arms supplier has its own
set of reasons for continued production and export of arms and related technologies. Until
recently, each had its own original set of purchasers. Now a].l will sell arms to just about
anyone. |

The Middle East has been fertile grounds for arms proliferation in the recent past.
Several of the region’s nations are the lsrgest current recipients of U.§. arms merchandise.
Two fundamental canses exist for continued 17,8, arms exports to the Middle East region;
political pressures from within both the U.S, and the Middle East countries themselves
have kept a steady stream of arms flowing into that region; and the prospect of huge
economic gains have resulted in a relentless defense indusiry lobby for continued expart of

defense industries, are significant keys to U.S. arms export decisions.

O A AT k. S W A G I W A S P T W S

1. Martin Navias, Ballistic Missile Proliferation and Third World Sccurity. Adelphi Papers, no. 252
(London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1990) p. 19.

2. Ohlson, 112,
3. Ze'ev Schiff, "The New Military Balance: Challenges Abead," Middle East Insight, Vol VIT, no. 5
(1990): 48,

23




The arms industries provide the irstruments for a viable U.S. security plan. Defense
related industries supply America with the worlds most powerful arsenal of weapons and
delivery systems. Since the collapse {;ﬁ the bipolar order and the apparently diminished
immediate threat of the Soviet Union, defense industries must either expand markets or
face closures. The U.S. Senate, in Senate Bill S. 1379, declared the following:

The vitality of the indiistrial and technology base of the United States is a foundation of

Natjonal Security. It provides.the industrial and technological capabilities mpleyr:d to meet

national defense requirements in peacetime and in time of national emargancy
The concern remains that the immense importance delegated to U.S. national security
within the industrial base will threaten American ability to remain competitive in the next
eentury-,-z But for the immediate future, many strongly believe "there is a significant dis-
connect between ULS. foreign policy and supporting military stratégy on one hand, and the
extension of that policy to the U.S. industrial base on tha-oth%r;.-"ﬁ Policy statements stress
the continuing necessity for military assistance to U.S. allies worldwide:

Military assistance supports some: of the most basic and e.ndanng elements of our National

Strategy: Collective security and Forward Defense, Military. assistance enhances our allies

ability to deter and combat aggréssion without the direet involvement of U, forces. In addi-

tion, security assistance also forms-a vital part of the cooperative arrangements through which

our forces gain access to critical military faciliti gs throughout the world, a fundamental pre-

requisite for forward defense against aggression,
The 1.S., as we shall see, is not alone in the dilemma bétween economic well-being and
adequate defense of its interests,

The Soviet Unipn is experiencing similar military production overloads with the
thawing of the Cold War. Moscow’s monetary collapse has increased an already desperate
need for economic gain. Soviet ". .. arms exports are a means of alleviating many of the

R S Y. S vk i S S M Y T W W e v

1. Fredrick J. Miche!, “The Changing Industrial Base," National Defense 459 (July/August 1990):
16.

2. Michel, 16..
3. Michel, 16.

4, Frank C. Carlucd, Annual _R_\gpmjm the Congress, Fiscal Year 1990 (Washingtor: U S, Govern-
ritent Printing Office, 1989) p.63.
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costs associated with military inflation and cushioning the effects of falling domestic
demaid"l The Soviét économy is almost entirely dependent upon arms production and
export. Military sales turn the whe€ls of their limited industrial base. Arms production is
simply what the Soviets built'their economy around, and therefore it is what they do best.
It is the only cash crop in the Soviet Uriion. Certainly political motivations remain as an
additional reason for continued Soviets arms shipments. International bonds established
through arms sales provide essential elements necessary for successful Soviet foreign poli-
cy. Arms export to developing nations maintain secure foreign policy bonds.

While much of the proliferation responsibility rests with the Cold War superpowers,
the supply of arms continues at an increased and alarming rate through new sources.
Several regional Third World domestic arms industries are fully capable of producing
weapons of significant range and effectiveness, The Western European consortium almost
matched the USSR share of the world arms market by the mid-1970s; China and Israel
began producing weapons for their own use when external solirces were difficult to come
by - and they now defray the cost of those systems through exports; and lesser developed,
but rapidly growing, producers including Brazil, Argentina, India, Taiwan, South Korea and
South Africa saturate the arms market with less advance products, non-the-less fieling
horizontal e_scalation.2 |

Most of the smaller arms ﬁroducqr/ exporter countries did not originally design the
weapons which they cufreiitly produce. These nations became ". . . beneficiaries of licences
made avzilable by the armament firms in the developed world."3 The major power’s arms
industries benefit financially from the arrangement, while the smaller praducers acquire
the prestige and financial gain of building and exporting their own arms. The contractually

1. Ohlson, 60.

2. Ohlson, 114,

3. Ohlson, 36.
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legitimate small producers are replacing the major powers as the primary suppliers to the

Third World. |
"Becanse of the strength of economic incentives.to-export arms, developing countries will be
disinclined to adhere to the rles of any arms contrel regime established by the advanced
industrial states." 1

The Ballistic Missile Threat. The key issue confronting arms controllers in the
multipolar world is the proliferation of ballistic missiles and related technologies. ".. . The
superpowers and great powers lead the arms race and thus have a spedial responsibility in
the field of disarmament."2 Regional instabilities fired by arms proliferation threaten
global stability and the new world order.

"The diffusion of military technologies to the developing world will create potent
new military powers in regions wheére successful rapid U.S. intervention in a crisis could be
stalled by well-armed, radical states."> The most regionally destabilizing Weapon is the
ballistic missile. Ballistic missiles becomme trans-regional devices that threaten not only
immediate neighbors, but inter-regional ones as well. Iraqi SCUD missilés launched against
Israel present an alarming example of how ballistic missiles can leap over neutrals to inflict
damage on the enemy of choice.

An oft-stated justification for acquiring longer-range ballistic missiles is the desire
to gain a viable space launch capability. It is no secret ". ... there is a strong correlation in
the Third World between an interest in space launchers and thé desire to acquire long-
range ballistic miissiles."4 Developing countries in search of space launch systems believe

that the regional stature achieved through orbital launch capability will ". . . help them to

1. Ross, 30,
2. Ohlson, 224,
'3, Jed C. Snyder, *After the Cold War,” Policy Review 53 Surmmer 1990): 15.

4, Navias, 18.
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achieve broad political objectives, particularly an expanded regionial role and greatér atten-
tiveness to their concerns on the part of the more powerful nations," 1 Expanding one’s |
regional role often comes at the expense of another’s influence. Yet it is ertirely legiti-
mate to claim a right to the free and unrestricted use of space. To differentiate between
ballistic missile development and space lanunch vehicles is impossible without verification
methods that are intrusive to sovereign states.2 The faét remiainis " . . verification is an
essential element of the arms control process.” 31tis unlikely that mational technical
means (NTMs) will soon acquire the capability to discérn differences between ballistic
missiles versus orbital lift vehicles through non-intrusive means. |

The major powers cannot prevent the domestic production of arms and canmot
destroy or reduce existing Third World stockpiles without the: cooperation of the con-
cerned parties. One can diffuse the proliferation process by limiting the export of ballistic
missile technologies to the Third World.

Teghgology'. Proliferation and the Third World. Third World nations have a recog-
nized weakness that must be exploited to successfully slow proliferation of the longer-range
weapons. The Achilles heel of Third World ballistic miss’ilé: programs is advanced technol-
ogy. Developing nations are not as dépendent upon thé influx of weapons themselves as
on the influx of improved weapouns related tec_hnology."“ For nations with existing arsenals
of ballistic-missiles, technology miuist be the primary focus of any arms control effort.

If it is decided that certain new technologies are counter-productive and ought to be Lmited,
new technologies can be restficted in one of three stages: during research and development,

1. Navias, 11.

2. Sanford Lakeoff and Herbert F. York, A Shieldin Space? Technology, Politics, and the Strategic
Defense Initiative (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989) p. 160.

3. Dick Cheney, Report of the Secretary of Defensé tothe President and the Congress (Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1990) 3.

4, Ross, 26.
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dufing testing of the weapon, or during the production and deployment of the weapon. 1

The increased growth of multinational corporations nourishes the fledgling Third
World arms industries through the globalization of technology, and that trend is prone to
endure.2

The high cost of developing technologies, intense international competition, and the emer-
gence of worldwide markets will stimulate this process as well as increase incentive for tech-
nology producers to join with those already in those markets.. Cor.pnra.tions that cannot
fls'p_en.d upon government _sup’gort to develop technology will look for support elsewhere,
including foreign governmeits.

Technology is necessary to improve indigenous Third World ballistic missile pro-
grams. Without the imported technology, increased ranges may still occur, but at a much
slower pace. Irag, for example, incorporated technology imports to improve the range of
the Soviet supplied SCUD missilés. The SCUD finctions basically upon 1950s and 1960s
technology. The Patriot anti-missile system which effectively countered the SCUD works on
1970s and 1980s technology.. Néwer ballistic missiles might negate the limited advantage
that the Patriot now provides. No doubt such advances will occiar. The gap between Third
World and large power capabilities should close much slower with properly enforced
technology control mechanisms.

Since ballistic missiles are the most regionally destabilizing -~ and morally offensive -
threat, it is of the utmost concern to limit the speed of its evolution. Nations, much as Iraq
did, will continue to attempt technology acquisition by any means, including theft, coercion,
terrorism and guiasi-legal third-party transfers. The implications of unstable regimes with
highly accurate , long-range ballistic missiles - capable of carrying chemical, biological or
nuclear payloads, are unsettling, Improved technology allows capability that far exceeds

L Christopher J. Lamb, How to Think about Armms Control, Disarmament, and Defense (Englewood
CIliff, N¥. Preatice Hall, 1988) p. 238.

2. Thomas J. Welch, "Technology, Change; and Security," The Washington Quarterly 2 (Spring
1990): 115.

3. Welch, 112,




the needs or the territorial defense stratégies of most Third World states. !

Unfortunately, a viable and effective technology control regime does not exist. The
lesser powers often viéw sich regimes as-attempts by the major powers to force participa-
tion at the former’s expense. There are, however, some laudable attempts to limit ballistic

miissile teehnology transfers to developing states.

The Missile Technology Control Regime. Recently, during the Gulf War, the allied
coalition rewarded Syria for. their pa.rticipat'ion‘with a gift of one billion dollars. President
Hafez Assad immediately began the search for sellers of big ticket items. ". .. U.S. officials
believe that the Syrian leader’s top priority is to obtain new, more advanced and accurate
missiles."2

The proliferation of arms suppliers in recent years has complicated an already complex issue.
It reportedly tack four years.to negotiate the 1986 [MTCR] agrecment by Westérn industrial
nitions not to export rockets or rocket components to other nations.”

The U.S., United Kingdom, Germany, Japan, Italy and France endorsed the MTCR.
"The major shortcoming of the MTCR is that neither Mainland China nor the Soviet
Union is involved."* The MTCR, while recognizing the implicit need for liffiiting the
supply side of critical missile component technology transfer, and “. . . certain Third world
activities have to be controlled," has never received the necessary sipport required to

accomplish its primary g,oal.‘-5 The MTCR remains basically a gentlemen’s agreement.

1. Baker Spring, Heritage Foundation Policy Analyst, Interview with Authior, 4 December 1990,

2. Jim Mann, "Syria Goes Arms Shopping with $1 Billion in Gulf Aid," The Los Angeles Times, 6
December 1990: Al-5.

3. Joseph Kruzel, ed., 1988-1989 A er;ggggﬁe_m Annyal (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books,
1988) p. 134.

4. Baker Spring, "Mecting the Threat of Ba]hstlc Missiles in thé Third World,” The Heritage Foun-
dation Backgrounder'(21 Scptembcr 1989): 9.

5. Navias, 68.
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Without the participation of the USSR and the PRC it stands doomed to failure. 1

‘The Soviets must realize that their naﬁbn is ' much more at risk from the intermedi-
ate-range ballistic missile threat than almost any other nation outside of Israel. With
domestic disorder threatening the very survival of the Soviet system; perhaps they are more
aware than ever of the impending external threat. The stark reality facing the Soviets is
that the Third World recipients of Soviet-arms transfers may soon bite the hand that fed
them. Uncertainties which face the "Union” of Soviet Socialist Republics inflate the
importance of arny externally imposed risks placed upon the Soviet system. In the Southern
Soviet Republics, the resident Moslem popuilation is in the majority. Should these repub-
lics rebel, other Third World Moslem nations may be capable of diding their brothers.
"The Moslem problem within their borders, and the grow’ing fundamentalism in the
Moslem world in general, caninot be cofnforting to the Soviets." 2 Perhaps Moscow will
display a propensity toward considering the full range of MTCR limitations to reduce any
further danger to their security. By limitinig inimediate external tlireats, the Soviets can
turn inward to solve more pressing problems,

The Clinese, meanwhile, show absolutely no intention of complying with the
MTCR. During a recent fact-finding mission to Mainland China, former Secretary of
Defense Frank Carlucci raised the issue of MTCR compliance to the Chinese delegation.
"They pretended not to hear; or even understand me. I received no reply.” 3 The PRC
turned a deaf ear because they have much to lose by limiting arms and technology exports
to the developing nations. There are sizable economic incentives which favor continued
Chinese arms proliferation. Money acquired through arms sales significantly defrays the

cost of their own weapons production programs. They in-turn enlist an eager clientele

1.. Spring, 9.
2. Paul H. Nitze, Interview with Author, 14 January 1991.

3. Frank G Carlucci, Interview with Author, 6 December 1991,
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who’s suppliers essenfially dried up when the major Western nations agreed to the MTCR
provisions. As China provides arms to the Third World, the recipient countries become
dependent upon continued Chinese arms and technology sales, Increased Third World
dependence furthers China’s own hegemoni¢ designs. China is demonstrating an astute
political awareness of the strategic, as well as the economic importance of such an arms
supply/demand arrangement. The collapse of the bipolar order has opened a wide new
market for the Chinese. China can attempt to prevent U.S. or USSR preemiinence in the
world through its own unrestriéted aritis deals, giving the developing nations what others
will mot. In returm, the Chinese develop a rich clientéle of Third World nations dependent
upon them for coritiriued arms support. The patential gains in money, prestige and power

are too great for the Chinese to pass up.

The Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. China is involved deeply in another treaty

enigma. '

Although almost all states well advanced in nuclear technology are members of the IAEA

[International Atomic Energy Agency], two of the nuclear weapon states and at least six of the

states with significant nuclear facilities have not become parties to the NPT [Nuclear Non-

proliferation Treaty], nor is there any current likelihood that they will do do. The latter are

thus nat-subject to mandatory safeguards over all the fissile materials in their possession.
The two nuclear weapon states fiot party to the NPT are China and India. In the area of
the Indian sub-continent, regional conflict has been fermeriting between the PRC and India
for years. India, a Soviet client, confronts Chinese hegemony in their northern regions.
India will not sign the NPT because the PRC has not. India possess intermediate range
ballistic missiles to counter any threat imposed by Chinese missiles, which have interconti-
nental ranges. Caught in the middle of the dispuite is Pakistan, which may possess nuclear
weapons. Pakistan refuses to sign the NPT until India does likewise. In the meantime,
Pakistan is aggressively pursuing an intermediate-range ballistic miissile program. "In Pakis-
tani declaratory statements, reference has been made to the need to deploy missiles for the

Y i S e - - S -
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purpose of deterring enemy missiles in particular, and aerial delivery capabilities in gener-
al."1 Each of the three regional nuclear or near-nuclear powers refuse to sign the NPT
until the other does.

The Chinese exacerbate the arms control paradox by their non-participation in the
NPT and MTCR. The solution is'not simple, The Chinese are traditionally tough negotia-
tors. The U.S. is unable to drive the PRC away from their arms export practices through
normal diplomatic and military means. Traditional forceful diplomatic measures may turn
the PRC more inward, increasing their proliferation practices instéad of slowing them.
The approach requires confronting the Chinese through subtle ﬁet relentless impellent

strategy, and employing all national and alliance strengths to win the Chinese over.

The Impellance Approach. A viable technology control regime will involve sorme
degree of sacrifices, and also provide significant benefits, for all parties involved, This
need not result in the loss of power or prestige for any‘siggl,e nation. The challenge for
impellent strategy is to convinge the Chinese that they in fact have more to gain than lose
by participating in a multilateral arms control regime. To accomplish this, the U.S. must
employ the full range of impellafice strategy to sway the Chinese. Through national
strengths, alliances and economic partnerships, it may be possible for the U.S. to steer the
Chinese away from arms proliferation practices. America must understand China’s needs,
work to alleviate any fears and misunderstandings, and build 2 commeon trust,

As the global "moral force” and sole remaining true superpower, the U.S. is in‘the
strong position to impel the Chinese. Sich impellance would involve a choice of incentives
versus sanctions. The course of action remains totally dependent upon the Chinese ap-

proach to multilateral armis and technology control regimes, Impéllance efforts would take
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two necessary fronts, one direct, the other indifect. Néither is totally dependent upon the
other, but each is mutually supporting. Both may convince the Chinese to begin adhering
to the MTCR and the NPT via their domestic and international actions.

The indirect approach involves enlisting the cooperation of the USSR. The Soviets
are America’s logical partner to persuade the Chinese to control their pmﬁfera]:_ibn prac-
tices.] While the Soviets adhere to the NPT, they have yet to endorse the MTCR. A
prominent reason is their previously discussed econamic dependence upon arms exports.
The Soviet’s fear becoming vulnerable to external perils as weﬂ as the internal ones gerier-
ated through Perestroika and Glasnost. With the potential for regional instability on all
borders, the USSR caanot afford external threats while c¢onfronting its own internal prob-
lems. The U.S. can convince the Soviets through impellance that abiding by the MTCR
could do much to benefit thein by incréasing their international stature. Presented another
way, Saddam Hussein’s SCUD attacks could happen only through the Soviet export of
of those weapons -against noﬁ-mi]i_ta_r_y targets. In the near term, adding to the turmoil in
outlying republics, the Soviets may face the threat. of ballistic missile use against them by
radical Third World agencies and rebe! internal factions. The first step to dealing with
these Soviet problesis reqjiires the USSR to relinquish missile techmology exports to the
Third World. The security of the Soviet Union may be strengthened by this action. The
less ballisfic missiles that surround the USSR, the less of ‘a threat to their peripheral sécuri-
ty should those missiles ever be turned against them. The Soviet’s stand to benefit eco-
riornically as well.

Halting ballistic missile exports would initially have an adverse impact an already
reeling Soviet economy. To soften the. econormié strain accepted by the USSR, the U.S.

could initiate econoriic assistance programs and most favored nation status for the USSR.

1. Nitze, Interview, 14 Janiiary 1991
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To further encaurage and rewird full Soviet MTCR compliance, the U.S. could impel the
major economic-powers to assist the USSR in restructuring its fragile economy. In return
for their assistance, the world economic powers would benefit from increase regjonal sta-
bility in sensitive market areas through the cessation of Soviet ballistic missile technology
export practices. The Soviet market is a ripe challenge for Western investment, with a
formidable economiié restructuring required. Aside from the desperately needed economic
assistance, Moscow would receive valuable international recognition for its missile tech-
nology limitations. The Soviet Uniori would increase its stature globally and internally by
enhancing regional stability through arms and technology control. The USSR might quick-
ly develop a stable friarket economiy through the trade-off involving ballistic missile tech-
nology export for one of economic naﬁqu—buildjng.

Economic aid and most favored nation status for the Soviets would goickly grab the
attention of the PRC. The Chinese are also a budding economic force; and have long
desired most favored nation status with America. The primary, and direct focus of U.S.
impellance is enticing the China to participate fully in the NPT and MTCR. Though not
essential for impelling the PRC, having the Soviets folded into the impellance strategy
would make the task that miach easier..

The Hong Kong lease expires between Great Britain and China in 1998. The
Chinese will soon acquire 6ne of the important economic centers of the world. The odd
marriage of communism and capitalism has already begun on the Mainland, with the
Chinese expanding markets and increasing capital assets in the recent past. The U.S. can
tie the prospects of the Chinese playing the world market successfiilly to their participation
in the NPT and the MTCR. Impellance can direct the Chinese to make the righit choices.

The impellance effort would take the form of a carefully planned set of incentives and
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sanctions presented to the Chinese government. * If the Chinese chose to participate in the
MTCR and the NPT, they would stand to make considerable profits to offset losses ac-
crued through decreased military sales. Participation would also bring a diverse and fertile
range of incentives offered through the world economic community. The financial incen-
tives and increased world markets would benefit all of China, down to the smallest village.

The Chinese do not appear to care much about world opinion, but they remain
deeply committed to domestic well-being, internal stability, and eliminating outside influ-
ence. The major benefit for the Chinese, should they join the MTCR and NPT, is the
quality of life improvements available to all the people. The major detraction is political
contamination and some degree of outside influerice through the process of impellance.
The U.S. must make every effort to ensure that the pros outweigh the cons in order to
enlist the PRC into a viable arms control regime.

In order to drive a harder bargain, impellance can act to dry up segments of the
Chinese arms market. The primary focus:of 'impe]lance would be to eliminate the need for
ballistic missile acquisition or improvement. The ‘most obvious solution is to offer Patriot
anti-missile batteries to vulnerable Third World states in return for refraining from arms |
proliferation practices. More discussion on this subject will follow later in this chapter in
"Third World Incentives."

Once the U.S. impels the world economic-community to contrast any future dealings
against Chinese NPT and MTCR participation, China then has basically two choices; (1) to
continue arms exports and rely upon those alone as its major source of capital and influ-
eﬁoew; or (2) halt ballistic missile technology exports and abide by the MTGR and NPT to
open up a lucrative and diversified intéfnational trade market. Put another way, China can

improve its regional security and influence through economic competition, or hurt its

* The idea for teaming economic incentives and sanctions against China in return for NPT and

MTCR participation resulted from a discussion between the avthor and Dr. Robert S. Wood, Dean, Center
for Naval Warfare Studies, U.S. Naval War College, Newport R], on 8 January 1991
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economic prospects through continued arms export practices.

It must be clear to the Chinese leadership that they are in the center of ". . . a geopolitical
and geostrategic transformation in the international security order in favor of the impor-
tance of Asia, and particilarly Northeast Asia." 1 China has the means available to com-
petitively enter into that market and claith its shiare. As an added incentive, the U.S. could
offer the coveted most favored nation status long sought by the Chinese in return for
cooperation with the MTCR and NPT.

Impellance must help China to see the long range imiplications to its own security if
it continues ballistic missile technology exports. The U.S. and the USSR have many expe-
riences to share with the Chinese. In pafticular, events in the Middle East can illustrate
the consequences. of'ftmhcr‘ba_llisti_c missile technology exports.

Impellance may help to tackle both the Soviet and the Chinese elements of the
proliferation equation. Economics and diplomacy become effectively tied together as the
. impellance gaides the two communist powers to conform to the NPT and/or MTCR. In
return, the U.S. must recognize the legitimate concerns of each party and adapt them
accordingly into the impellance process. Impellance cannot succeed without addressing
the fundamental interests-of all parties concerned. Impellance becomes the broker ina
bargaining match with no higher authority.

There remain several potential pitfa]lé concerning the encouragement of economic
incemtives and sanctions against the USSR and China. Both regimes are traditiOn;J.lly very
closed systems that resent attempts at external influence. U.S. impellance must not appear
as hostile in its intent. The process must stress the benefits of cooperation. The riskis
present that either country may perceive U.S. impellance as economic blackmail. This
could promote instead of prevent hostilities at both the regional of international levels.

1. Colin 8. Gray, "Maritime Strategy and the Pacific: The Implications for NATO," Naval War
College Review (Winter 1987): 11.
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Another danger is impellance must not inadvertently unite the two commmuinist
powers into an economic force. This alliance could prove troublesome to the Western
must ensure that conflict does not ensue as the USSR and China compete for the satme
markets. Although the basic tenants of capitalism encourage direct economic competi-
tion, *. .. [it] can lead to protectionism and even econoiic waifare. History tefls us that
economic warfare ultimately creates fertile ground for military confrentations.” 1 Much
like the diplomatic mastery of Otto Von Bismarck, the U.S. must strive to achieve a bal-
ance of power in the Central and North East Asian area as Bismarck successfully strove to
do in the Earope of his day. The fine line must be tread which keeps the two powers apart,
yet prevents the likelihood of hostilities. This aﬁpﬁes with equal concern to relationships
between China and the other Pacific Rim nations, as well as between the USSR and
Europe.

The proposals presented here deserve more involved study at the appropriate
diplomatic and economic levels, What bears significance is that through a fundamentally
economic and diplomatic impellent approach, the major proliferators may agree to some
degree of technology control. The task at hand then turns to the problem of regional Third

World arms suppliers and horizontal proliferation.

The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty. There are established standards
from the bipolar-arena which have significance to the multipolar world of the 1990s. The
U.S. and the USSR ushiered in a long sought-after era of arms control cooperation with the
signing of the INF Treaty. The Treaty effectively bans all nuclear capable ground based

missile systems with ranges from 500 to 5500 kilometers (310 to 3417 miles), associated
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launchier and support equipment, support facilities, and operating bases.l Although pri:
marily a political tool for the USSR afid thé U.S. against both European and respective
a specific class of weapons., Another major mile‘stdue of the INF was the degree of intru-
sive monitoring which the treaty allowed between the two superpowers, as specified in the
INF "Protocol Regarding Inspections Relating to the Treaty Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Interme-
diate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles." 2

Former Arms Control ard Dis'a:mamént Agency (ACDA) Director Kenneth
Adelman recently proposed "Globalization" of the INF Treaty. 3 Such a multilateral treaty
would atterspt o ban the deployment of all missiles within the ranges of the U.S./USSR
negotiated INF Treaty which Third World nations currently, or might soon, possess. 4 1f
the intermediate-rahge b’allistic‘mis“siles are successfully B‘anned on a multilateral basis,
evolution towards longer-range missile systems becomes more difficult, if not impossible.
Agreement to the necessary verification procedures would preclude a participating nation
from conducting the research and development (R&D) and testing necessary to perfect
longer-range ballistic missile systems.

A Global INF Treaty is constrained by the following: (1) its verification methods
are intrusive to national soveréigrty and must be freely allowed; and (2) " .. No country

will accept or comply with treaties unless they are in its interests."”

1. Sidney N. Graybeal and Patricia Bliss McFate, "Assessing Veérification and Compliance,” Defend-
ing Deterrence, Antoriia Handler Chayes and Paul Doty, eds. (London:. Pergamon-Brasseys, 1981) p. 183.

2. Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements, (Washington: U.S. Arms Coatrol and Disarmament
Agency, 1990) pp. 431-443,

3. Spring, 10.
4. Spring, 10.
5. Blacker and Duffy, 337.
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It is.at the regional level where arms and conflict become married. Regiosial prolii-
eration is the root of the arms control problem in a multipolar world. Ballistic missiles
provide a way for regional powers to extend their influerice beyond their regional confines.
Regional proliferation is where all agreements must concentrate, where all available ef-
forts must be directed.

The spread of ballistic missile systems is-a trily global Third World phenomenon. Developing

states in the Middle East, South Asia, Latin America and Soath Africa eitherpossess or have

demionstrated the intent to acquire ballistic missiles with the object of déploying and, in some

cases, marketing these systems, 1
The problem of Third World ballistic missile proliferation is an ever expanding one, An
increasing number of Third World nations now have the capability to strike targets at
ranges more that 500 kilometers-away. (See Table I) For most, this capability far
exceeds that required solely for the defense of its borders. Extended-range weapons will
naturally foment intra-regional and inter-regional instability. Secretary of Defense Cheney
stated his concers well before the Iragi SCUD attacks upon Israel and Saudi Arabia;

Proliferatiori of chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons, as well s modem long-range deliv-
ery systems in the Third World constitutes a grave threat fo U.S, mterests, 2

The U.S./USSR signing of the INF sets the stardard for other nations to follow.
However, major power and UN sponsored arms control attempts at regional levels are
often interpreted as blatant attempts to dominate the regional powers, Impellance can
alleviate the fear that the U.S. is.attempting to disarm the Third World. It can bring to bear
a wide variety of appealing incentives to encourage Third World participation in a Global
INF Treaty regime.

Third World Incentives. The most important incentive impellanice can offer is.a

complete series of economic aid packages to the Third World nations. The Third World

can be bargained with via.a broad scope of economic incentive packages to aid in deterring

1. Navias, 7.
2. Cheney, 2.
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TABLEI

THIRD WORLD BALLISTIC MISSILE CAPABILITY 1
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1. Tim Kennedy, "Missile Threat Revealed,” National Defense no. 459 (July/August 1990): 14.
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the influx of destabilizing ballistic missile components and technologies. Industrial assist-
ance, agricultural aid, financial relief, and non-military technol.ogi'cal assistance inay help
persuade developing nations to abstain from proliferation. The U-.S,. alone cannot foot the
bill, and so all of the major economic powers mist provide adequate financial assistance to
nations which agree. to limit their ballistic missile arsenals. |

Financial incentives alone Will not convinée the Third World to stifle arms and
technology proliferation. A defense capability against expansionist regional rivals is
needed. Third World niations have essentially four alternatives to guard against enemy
ballistic missile attack: (1) preempfive attacks, which are response offensive in nature; (2)
ATBMs [anti-tactical ballistic missiles], or active defenses; (3) hardening and dispersion of
important military assets; and (4) pteparing the civilian population for the possibility of
conventional and non-conventional missile attacks by developing a civil defense system
(both are passiv.e d‘e:fenses).1 The first alternative is the poorest choice, a last resort to
repel imminent attack. Resident governments can easily provide the third and fourth
choices. It is the second alternative, active defense, that appears most likely to elicit the
interest of states in volatile regional aréas.

The most timely and lucrative incentive that U.S. impellance has to offer is the
Patriot anti-missile system. Proven in combat, the Patriot is an effective tactical ballistic
miissile (TBM) defense. The Patriot could extend U.S. active defenses to cover participat-
ing Third World non-proliferation parties. In return for Third World nations limiting their
domestic ballistic missile acquisition or production, the U.S. could agree to sell them
Patriot systems. Indeed, the U.S. could extend the Patriot offer to the Soviet Union or
China as further encouragement to comply with the NPT and/or MTCR. A viable active

defensive system to deny regional hegemonic or hostile objectives removes the need for

total reliance upon a fesponse offense arsenal to punish or respond to any initial enemy




aggression.

The U.S. could alsp offer forward presence forces to select vital interest areas to
guarantee the security of developing nations which agree to limit their own retaliatory
Ballistic missile forces. Concentrating upon necessary regional active and passive defensive
asiets instead of disproportionate response offense forces would free up additional capital
to invest in civilian quality-of-life improvements.

Limiting ballistic missile development and deployfhent through a Global INF
regime will significantly curtail the right to pursue space launch capability. The extended
ranges needed to achieve orbital v_elc;eitieﬁ will not be possible while adhering to a Global
INF list of restrictions. To satisfy the need for the national and regional prestige afforded
by orbital lift capability, and consequently discourage further extandé‘d range ballistic mis-
sile development, U.S, impellance strategy could guide space ciapable nations to provide
reduced cost orbital lift assets for Third World Global INF signatcries.i Reduced cost
space lift would allow more funding to channel into legitimate satellite technology devel-
opment. Unfortunately, nations which are on the verge of achieving orbital launch capa-
bility, or which already possess a strong ballistic missile system, will be less willing to partic-
ipate in a Global IN’F regime, For nations refusing to accept econoniic and military incen-
tives to halt proliferation practices, the U.S. and its allies might enforce a meaningfiil set of

sanctions upon the proliferating nations through impellance.

Sanctiops for Third World Non-compliance. Those nations refusing to participate
in a Global INF type regime become subject to a limited range of direct and a wide range
of indirect sanctions. Impellance could attempt to enforce the denial of certain non-essen-

tial commercial goods. This widereaching approach might be extrermely difficult to en-

s S e AR v 1

1. Will Tobey, National Security Coungil Policy Analyst, Interview with Authar, 7 December 1990,
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day-to-day goods. This action would serve as more of a message of international disfavor.
The U.S. could certainly curtail economic aid packages to developing nations suspected of
actively seeking to acquire ballistic missile technology and hardware. Each economic
power might strictly eriforce its own set of sanctions, banning the export of all high tech-
nology components. The U.S. can multiply-the effects of sanctions by providing the denied
objects or capabilities to the non-complié’s regional neighbors. For example; ary afims
control regime mon-complier would not receive Patriot or future ATBM capability and
related technologies. Immediate neighbors in compliafice with the treaties may receive
ATBM defense systems (See Chapter IV, "Tactical Ballistic Missile Defenses").. The non-

complier stands defenseless against the very threat he holds against his neighbors. The
twist is that his ballistic missile thréat becomes severely reduced, or totally negated, by
supplying Patriot systems to cooperating regional powers. Such a non-complier would
have wasted tuge. amiounts of national treasure of a system that did fiot deliver the expect-
ed return in destructive capability, The Patriot has amply demonstrated that the negation
of an offerisive threat is the required and logical fifst.step for ensuring regional stability.
More time becomes available for the rational planning-and diplomatic dialbgue- required to
diffuse volatile regional crises. The UN has demonstrated its ability to serve as a vehicle

for regional and global dialogue, furthering the values of 4 iew world order.

The United Nations and Impellance. The Gulf War against Saddam Hussein
proved a momentous demonstration of international solidarity through the UN. The
impellance response to the Iraqi invasion convinced the Soviets to vote against their
former client, and guided China into abstaining from their crucial veto alternative. The
UN systematically confronted thie Gulf Crisis in outstanding fashion, effectively "cutting
off" Iraq from the rest of the world through a series of decisive and progressive UN ac-
tions. The U.S., as the impellent force, provided the bulk of the military and moral might

ality, U.S. impellance, aligned against Iraq and along with UN allies, sefit a strong signal to
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would-be hubris-nemesis rolers. Individual nations need not face the overtures of aggres-
sive regional dictators alone, Such rulers can expect to confront global imipellance via UN
resolutions-and internationally approved actions. |

UN actions working with impellance hdve intfodiced a riew system of crisis man-
agement into President Bush’s new world 01';:_131_'. Through the legitimate international
agency of the N, impellance acts under the tenants of international law. UN action
against Iraq has set the precedent for future actions against like-minded states. Through
the leadership and sound mioral logic of U.S. led impellance strategy, the world might ably
deal with the very real and demonstrated threat of ballisti¢ missile proliferation and
hegemonic designs.

hservations. The proliferation of ballistic miissile technology is widespread, al-
though only a handful of powers possess first rate systems. While it is possible to limit the
major power technology supply problem, de"véidpiﬁg nations will continue to acquire tech-
-nical improvements to their ballistic missile inventories. As the worst case, the Third
World will continue-to gain the high technology components required to improve their
missile arsenals through China, the USSR, and othet sources; as the best case, developing
countries will have to rely npon indigenous technology alone to acquite the desired missile
ranges and accuracies. Impellance can slow the growth of ballistic missile proliferation
through the control of external sources of related technologies. It i§ ifnpossible to entirely
stop the spread of ballistic missiles, and the increased ranges and improved accuracies of
those systems. The threat will remain, and therefore a2 method of countering that threat is
essential. The danger is very clear. A proactive miethod of action must confront the
growing ballistic missile threat. The Patriot anti-missile system has performed admirably
against the antiquated SCUD. Impellance must conicentrate on producing a more expand-
ed, technologically sophisticated means to protect against the future threat of highly accu-

tate, long-range ballistic missile attack; regional and global security may depend on it.
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FACING THE BALLISTIC MISSILE THREAT
The unresting progress of mankind causes contiiiial ebmges in the wenpons; and with that

mustmamﬁnw&mk&emdﬁg&ﬁng

*The I6floence of Seapower upon History'

Western security interests cannot ramain unaffected by the spréad of high technology
weapons to the Third Werld: The ability of an increasing number of developing nations to
employbaﬁhﬁcmiu&asinmﬂumpmm&‘?mﬂrsmisanews&ntegicmlitythat
will have to be consldered by Westérn policy-makers In the 19905, 2

The Issues, The recent use of ballistic missiles and the alarming spread of related
technologies to the Third World are the critical strategic issues Which impellance must
confront during the next several decades. Arms contro] treaties and gentlemen’s agree-
ments such as the MTCR may slow the progress of ballistic missile development. However,
the prolifération of more sophisticated, longer-range systems capable of carrying nuclear,
non-nuclear and conventional payloads is very probable. Response offense, or the threat
of it, will prevent neither proliferation nor the regional conflicts Which could lead to fur-
ther ballistic missile use.

Each area of impellent strategy plays and importaiit part in attempting to confront
regional Third World unrest and the increasing menace of ballistic missiles. However, this
chapter weaves amid three primary paths necéssary to produce adequate active defenses.
First, there is a technological path, which entails improving existing passive and active
missile defenses. This approach also explores new and improved methods to counter the
increasingly complex nature of the ballistic missile threat. The second path requires

domestic political acknowledgement-of the increased need for ballistic missile defenses,

3 o 3 v o

1. Christopher J. Lanib, How to Think About Arms Control, Disarmament, and Defense (Engle-
wood Cliffs, CA: Prentice:Hall, 1988) p. 237.

*2. Martin Navias, Ballistic Missile Proliferation and Third World Seciirity, Adelphi Papers, no. 252
(London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1990) p. 71.
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and funding support for research, development, constriction and deployment of additional
active BMD systeris. The third course entails a diplomatic effort to sway the international
opponents and enlist all the potential advocates of workable ballistic missile defense
systems. This approach demands reevaluation all bipolar agréements curbing active ballis-
tic missile defenses. The three paths must necessarily work together in a multipolar envi-
ronment for the protection of U.S. and allied populations, asséts, and vital interests.

A reliable response to this emerging threat must include ballistic missile defense. . . Relying on

tion. To confinge domg soima sh'ateglc envifonment that includes widely drvergcnt countncs
{cssarml;ddrn?uh;lmhs{m missiles and weapons of mass. desl:ructmn would be excessively and need-

The range of multipolar threats that the U.S. confronts encompasses Soviet inter-
continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), a likely Third World ICBM capability, and a con-
firmed Third World TBM threat. The latter is the more immediate concern given the
widespread amount of TBMs stockpiled throughout the Third World, and their recently
demonstrated use in the Persian Gulf War. The absence ofa politically dominating bipolar
U.S./USSR confrontation places full attention upon the ascendancy of the Third World and
the TBM threat which it posés. Impellance will press the proliferation issue from all sides,

but when arms control fails, adequate defense proves a necessary and logical next step.

Tactical Ballistic Missile Defense. While the bipolar superpowers concentrated
upon their own huge nuclear ICBM arsenals, and the threat that they posed to each other,
the Third World was busy buying, borrowing, building and upgrading a formidable TBM
force. In a Pentagon influenced by tesponsé offensive theory, active and passive defeﬁses-
received less and less funding. Certainly the Ballistic Missile Early Warning System
(BMEWS) and Nike surface to air missiles (SAMs) spearheaded initial attempts to defend

against a growing Soviet missile threat. As time passed, these systems were neglected or

1. Keith B. Payne, "After the Cold War,” Policy Review rio. 53 (Stmmer 1990): 11.
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deactivated as ". . . skepticism about the wisdom of ballistic missile defense began to
grow." 1 i train of thought continued in the 1960s and 1970s as the U.S. disregarded the
substantial Soviet TBM arsenal as unreliable and ineffective.2 Evidently the Soviets felt
their TBMs had limited strategic value as well, singe they traded or sold a large nuriber of
these weapons to the Third World. Those developing nations subsequently spent huge
amounts of time and money upgrading once limited systeins into substantial weapons of
war. Since the Third World TBMs had no evident nuclear or longsrange capability, the
U.S. failed to focus upon the potential problems these weapons could later cause,

With the advent of America’s SDI, and the collapse of the bipolar environment, the
relaxed view on TBMs has changed rather quickly, The TBMs have come of age, and stand
as a significant strategic threat for the 1990s and beyond. It.isr rational to assume that in
time thé Third \’f‘ﬁﬂd will make significant range and accuracy improvemetits to their once
limited TBM -arsenals. Nuclear and non-nuclear TBM payloads are a reality of the 1990s,
and must be confronted by regional and large powers alike. |

During the decades in which the U.S. shied away from methods to counter TBMs,
U.S. strategic emphasis on nuclear response offense precluded additional funds to produce
modernized ATBM systems. However, the U.S. managed to continue the most basic
research, development and testing. "Arerican research into ATBM technology goes back
nearly 40 years to the 1951 Plato greject.“-3 Despite years of experimentation and analysis,
the Patriot anti-missile system is America’s only available 1990s ATBM resource.

The Patriot, or mere accurately the Patriot PAC-12, was originally designed as a
ground-to-air aircraft intérceptor: Only later was it modified for ATBM capability, and the

missile has since demionstrated in combat that it is extremely capable of defending against

1, Antoniz Handler Chayes and Paul Doty, eds., Defending Deterrence (Washington: Pergathon-
Brassey’s, 1989) p. 28,

2. James Hackett, "Dangers Lurking in the Scud-B," The Wahipgton Times, 12 December 1990: G4.

3. Hackett, G4.
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limited TBM attack. The Patriot is primitive by U.S, technology standards, and must face a
Third World TBM gapgb‘iﬁ‘ty that is improving dramatically through technology and missile
component imports, TBMs with reduced radar signatures, decoy defénsive systemns, and
multiple warheads are within the technical reach of several larger power anti-Western
ageticies,

As noted, the U.S. increased its efforts in ATBM research in conjunction with the
Strategic Defense Initiative decisions in the 1980s. The U.S. encouraged allied participa-
tion as well. The Istaeli Arrow, 80 percent funded by the U.S. and the recipient of much
U.S. technical assistance, is intended as an iniproved capabilities ground-based ATBM
which will form part of Israel’s contribytion to the SDL 1 The system remains far from
ready for deployment at the time of this stady. Other domestic prcgra,s;n;s,- most affected by
reductions in SDI funding, are currently under developmesit afid testing:

The Pentagon has at least five different projects to develop an anti-tactical ballistic missile
gﬁ?;bl?mzbut none is likely to produce an operational missile for U.S, forces until 1996 at
The Corps Surface-to-Air Missile (CORPSAM) program, worth over hindred millié;g
dollars, is meant to replace the Hawk and Chapparel missiles, and provide ATBM capabili-
ties to forces.sent to the Third World in forward presence roles.3

The present-day usefillness of ATBMS rest in their flexible basing and relatively
rapid response capability. Forewarning of an lmpendmg regional crisis can allow preposi-
tioning of ATBM batteries along front-line areas near hostile states. ATBMs are therefore
regionally stabilizing active defenses for the following reasons: As the Patriot 6 amply
demonstrated, ATBMs confine regional conflicts to tHose nations directly involved in the
disagreement. TBMs, when countered with ATBMs, lose their ability to leap over neutrals

1. Navias, 11.

2. Hackett, G4.

3. Tim Kennedy, "Missile Threat Revealed,” National Defense (July/August 1990): 14,
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to expand hostilities to other nations. ATBMs als6 prevent thé large powers ffom becom-
ing vulnerable to TBM attack from strategically small or insignificant nations. Adequate
active ballistic missile defenses prevent larger powers from being drawn in to limited
regional conflicts through annoying escalatory TBM assaults by hostile regiorial powers.
Overall, ATBM:s in the right hands significantly enhance the ability to deny potential ag-
gressors their varied objectives and keep regional corflicts confined to the initial parties
involved.

Third World hostile intentions tay place U.S. and allied blood and treasure at the
most immediate risk. Forward presence forces, and U.S. allies in regionally volatile situa-
tions, will increasingly rely upon an ATBM capability for active defense. Continued
ATBM development and deployment is important to the success of impellent strategy and
maintaining a secure and peaceful new world order. The U.S. must protect those whom it
leads. |

Deployment of ATBMs protedtinig our allies would send the message that the security of the
U.S. and its allies were coupled, and would attempt to confront the Third World offensive
capabilities:t

Regional stability induced by ATBMs is a relative concept. In the fight hands,
ATBM:s are indeed regionally stabilizing. An exceptional danger exists, however, when
agreeing to market or deploy ATBM systems to nations with obscure political goals.
"ATBMSs could act 4s a.shield behind which a country could launch military attacks, secure
in the knowledge that its home land was protected.” 2 Such use of ATBM:s is thus. not stabi-
lizing, This problem has no apparent simple:solution. Today’s political and military friend,
through a coup or rebellion, transforms into tomorrow’s foe. Detailed analysis of the

benefits versus the risks must constantly be weighed before substantial ATBM assistance is

1. Sanford Lakeoff and Herbert F, York, A Shield in Space? Technology, Politics, and the Strategic
Defense Initiative (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989) p. 235-236.

2. Navias, 252,
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would be best kept under direct U.S. supervisiori, To preclude a hostile regime from takmg
over the retain possession of sizable U.S. provided ATBM assets, it is wise to include built-
in methods of protection to preclude inadvertent or unauthorized use.

With the success of Patriot anti-missile miissiles in the Gulf War, many nations are
increasingly interested in obtainifig such systems. The Patriot, though relatively primitive,
costs around one million dollars per missile. Future high technology ATBM versions will
cost significantly more. Only the wealthier allied nations are capable of purchasing such
expensive defenses. The U.S. can expect ﬁxessure to provide ATBM protection to those
vital interest areas riot able to fund expensive and complex active defenses themselves.
Although able to act in aﬁvisofy roles to ensure the proper function of high techmology
ATBM systerhs, the U.S. alone cannot afford to protect every ally.

Legitimate questions remain concerning the cost and effectiveness of ATBM sys-
tems. Less expensive alternatives to aétive defenses.are ayailable, particularly against rela-
tively inaccurate TBMs such as the SCUD. Even against weapons with pin-point accuracy,
some argue that passive defesisive measures are as militarily effective as ATBMs, and at
much less the cost. This argument applies to military targets only.

Even if TBMs prove to be capable of threatening certain classes of targets, are anti-TBM
defences the most appropriate response to the threat? For example, a strategy of hardening
fixed facilitics and improved vse of mobility and/or concealment when possible might buy a
g;::: zclal of protection against conventionally armed TBMs a8 well as other placsible evolving

In addition to cost and political debate, ATBM systems will encounter two addi-

tional problems as technologies proliferate throughout the Third World and become

married to TBM systems; the development of defensive countermeasures, and an imminent

1. Benoit Morel and Theodore. A. Posto), "A Technical Assessment of Poteatial Threats to NATO

from Non-Nuclear Soviet Tactical Ballistic Missiles," Neéw Techiniologies and the Arms Race, Carle Schaer,
Briah Holden Reid and David Carlton, eds. (London: MacMi}lan., 1989) p. 108,
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ground or air launched cruisé missile threat. Each may negate much of the protection
provided by systems currently under devq‘lopment.—l Despite the logical and légitimate
claims that the above arguments make, there are other factors that must be considered as
essential to the ATBM cost versus effectiveness debate. -

The SCUD TBM was oft stated by U.S. Central Command Comrmander-in-Chief
General Norman Schwarzkopf to have little military value, and did not deserve the amount
of attention they received based purely upon strategic significance. An inordinate amount
of time was.spent seeking and destroying the SCUDs because of their impact upon the civil-
ian populations in the Gulf War theater. The invaluable benefits provided by the Patriot
were political and psychological, providing protection to coalition and Israeli civil popula-
tions.

Although the protection of the population remains paramount, new technology
ATBMs must act as more than a comfort blanket for the populace. ‘Ways must be found to
expand the ATBM potential across the developing threat spectruin. ATBMs must ade-
quately shield forward presence forces and significant military, political, cultural, economic
and societal assets from attack: Dispersed in pockets around areas of significant value,
fiature. ATBM systems can work in integrated regional networks to provide viable active
defenses; |

Connecting regional ATBM colonies into a global ATBM network with a unified
battle management facility may one day provide a measure of limited global prote_ctib’n..
Proactively planning to protect the U.S. and its allies from the global nature of the ATBM

threat is nat at all frivolous, and springs from the concept 6f a ground based SDI. "De-

1. Morel and Postol, 111-113.

* The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Strategic Defense Initiative Office (8DID)
have completed a study addressing "Global Protection Against Limited Strike” (GPALS). GPALS reportedly
addresses the ability to achieve-a dnificd, wide reaching global ATBM system with technological means either
currently avaitable or undergoing research, developmenit #nd testing. GPALS was in publication an not yet
available for review at the time this study was being completed.
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veloping and deploying effective defensés against this kind of threat to ourselves and our
allies - and even our adversaries - is entirely.consistent with the SDI prograim rationale
and objective.” 1 A global ATBM line of defense could stand ready to fold into the Phase
One deployment of the SDI system once the.political and diploinatic roadblocks permitting,
such active defenses are removed.

ATBM systems pose no threat to existing treaty regimes. The Soviets and the U.S.
ensured that the language of the 1_972 Anti-Ballistic ABM Treaty protected tactical de-
fenses.2 Global ATBM networking is a safe and logical first step towards a complete
system of active defenses that would provide a lirnited degree of protection across the full

spectrum of ballistic missile threats.

bors, as in the difficalty they find in atticking him. 3

Montesquiea
*The:Spirit of the Laws"

The focus of America’s ICBM defensive effort must remain the USSR. The Soviet
threat will persist for the foreseeable future. "Whatever the Soviet Union’s economic,
political, cultural and moral impoverishment, Soviet investment coritinues in strategic
military weaponry.*4 Despite recent headway in the INF Treaty and START negotiatiors,
technological improvements to the Soviet arsenal sufficiently compensates for the Soviet’s
decreasing niamerical superiority. "The USSR is the only nation which can destroy the U.S.

1. HenryF. Cooper, "Iraq, SDI, and the Changing World," The Heritage Lectures (Washington:
The Heritage Foundation, 1989): 2.

2. Albert Carnasale, Interview with Author, 21 November 1990.
4. Ken R, Holmes and Baker Spring, ¢ds., SDI af the Turning Point; Readying Strategic Defenses
for the 1990s and Beyond (Washington, D.C.: The Heritage Foundation, 1990) p. 101.
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in 30 minutes." 1
While living in an age of Perestoika and Glasnost, the internal predicament of the

Soviet state is alarming, Civil war is a dire possibility; religious and cnltural rebellion,
particularly in the southern and Baltic republics, could quickly split the nation. The recent
elevation of Soviet hard-liners to positions of power within the Soviet regime is not very
reassuring for continued democratization and deniilitarization. Although considerably
weakened, the USSR remmains a military force none-the-less through its immense, modern-
ized strategic nuclear arsenal,

While the Sovicts reduced the size of their conventional forces and pulled troops out of

Afghanistan and parts of Eastern Europe, they also have continued te modernive their ballistic

m”iss%ie force, send better submarines to.sea and pursue reséarch in advanced strategic weap-
ons,

A chaotic USSR in the possession of such a formidable arsenal of warheads is not at all a
comforting thought, The Soviet strategic threat will not simply disappear. It may very well
increase.

In addition to the USSR, other areas and nations bear watching as potential strate-
gic threats. China, India, South Africa, regional powers in the Middle East, South America
and Europe will soon have the capability to strike the U.S. with long-range ballistic miis-
siles. These threats mOt be discounted, considering the insecure nature of a multipolar
world. The potential for all out nuclear war has lessened in the 1990s. It is primarily the
numerically confined strategic threat, such as accidental or limited ICBM launches that
requires the stabilizing influence-of ABM systems. Active defenses can ensure that lifrited
inter-continerital strikes do not escalate into global war.

Comprehensive Active Defenses. The contimiing, yet somewhat shackied develop-
ment on the SDI provides a viable alternative to prevent limited or inadvertent ICBM

1, Paul K. Nitze, Tiitervigw with Autbor, 14 January 1991,

2. William Matthews, “Budget Pian Points to 4 Commands Replacing 10," Air Forge Times, 18
February 1991 13
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attack upon the US,, its allies, and their vital interests. The full phase completion of the
SDI system is estimated to cost many billions of dollars. Major General Carl G O’Berry,
depity chief of staff for Systems, Integration Logistics and Support at the Air Force Space
Command, delivered the following remarks on the relative cost of the SDI program:

"It's estimated thiat a viable BMD [ballistic missile defense] system will cost $60 billion. But

lets put that in perspective. In 1995 dollars, it cost the United States $100 - 120 biltion to put

Neil Armstrong on the moon in 1969, If that was worth it, . , . the defense of our nation

against hostile actions in the future, at a relatively lower cost, must also be a solid investment, 1

The above estimates relate to the fully deployed SDI system as envisioned by Presi-
dent Reagan and the JCS. The réliability of the amount given may be questioned as to its
accuracy, yet a fully deployed system is not required. Only-a partial, or ground based ABM
system is needed to provide protection against limited or inadvertent ballistic missile strike.
Such a ground based system could evolve out of the global ATBM network. However,
current ABM Treaty limitations forbid testing or deployment of any portion of a system
which has demonstrated ABM capabilities. ‘

"Tested in an ABM mode" as stated in ABM Treaty Articles II, V and VI specifical-
ly applies to inter-continental defenses, yet a unified ATBM network might be seen as ap-
proaching the legal boundary of the ABM treaty (See Jﬁxppmildi'ju:).2 The fact remains, as
stated in the ABM Treaty, U.S. Unilateral Statement B, that as long as a system is not
tested against a target with "charactéristics of strategic ballistic missile flight trajectory”
and is not purposefully designed to possess those abilities, it does not violate the Treaty
(See Appendix).3 True, ATBM systems may have the capacity to expand rapidly into an
ABM mode of operations. As long as such a system is not designed for nor tested in that

1. Colonel H.E. Robertson, "Ballistic Missile: Defemse, Air Forcg Policy Letter for Commanders
AFRP 190-1 (Washingfor: Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, December 1990): 3.

2. Herbert Lin, New World Technologies and the ABM Tréaty, (London: Pergamon-Brassey’s,
1988) p. 34. -
3, Lin, 91.
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capacity, it does not violate the Treaty. The Soviets are keenly aware of this technicality.

". ... three Sovict SAMs [surface-to-air missiles] - the SA-5, the SA-10, and the SA-X-12 - may

already have some ABM capability. The SA-5 has been tested in conjunction with ballistic

missile flights but is considered to have,.at most, a marginal BMD capability. The SA-10 and

the SA-X-12, accordmg to the DOD, may have some ability to intercept certain types of U.S.

ballistic missiles.}

The path for either the U.S. or the USSR to legally expand active defenses for

protection against ICBM threats remains blocked by continued adherence to the 1972
ABM Treaty. Reexamination of the Treaty, its-applicability to the multipolar environment,

and the repercussions of continued adherence, renegotiation or abrogation aré necessary.

The ABM Treaty: A Product of Bipolar Politics. The 1972 ABM Treaty and its
agreed interpretations are the product of bipolar logic, a logic thdt may be outdated and
inappropriate for the strategic situation of the 1990s.

The purpose of the ABM Treaty is toprevent each country from deploying defenses of their
territorics against strategic ballistic missiles. However, technological and political develop-
ments not wxdely anhgl?ated m 1972 may erode thc treaty ;gg.l{:ne. unlg:ss_ thc Unatcd States:and
the Soviet Union explicitly take these developments into account in the future,

The era of bipolar politics which gestated and delivered the ABM Treaty is now
only history. At the _tfime of the Treaty’s negotiation, the U.S. and the USSR were cor-
cerned that the addition of ballistic missile defenses would stimulate a renewed arms race
in an attempt-to overcome any advantage that such a defense might give.3 Since 1972 solid
progress has been made on dgreements to reduce stockpiles of offensive weapons for both
sides, even if only on paper. The.INF has eliminated a large class of nuclear ballistic mis-
sile forces, and the proposed START negotiations will further attempt to decrease longer-

range ballistic missile inventories as well as other strategic assets. Rampant offensive

1. Sanford Lakeoff and Herbert F. York, A Shicld mwmm&um
Defensé Initiative (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989) p. 70.

2. Lin, 1.

3. Lakeoff, 3.
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escalation has visibly begun to reverse course.. The first coneérn of ". . . halting and then
reversing the arms race . . . by reducing the numbers of existing weapons or eliminating
them entirely” is in the process of being achieved. 1

Anather significant factor - the actual emergence of mitipolarity - does not threat-
eﬁ the ABM Treaty regime so much as the security of the two nations which continue to
abide by it. The ABM Treaty restricts the U.S. and the USSR, and only those two nations,
in the development-and deployment of ABM systems. It is not likely that other nations will
achieve viable ABM systems in the near term. What is disturbing is that the Soviets and
America have left thémselves unable to defetid against a ballistic thissile threat neither
considered at the signing of the Treaty. The combined TBM capability of the Third World
may one day rival that which the two military superpowers currently present each other..
The ABM Treaty environment must be reevaluated to address this imminent multi_pol_ar
ballistic missile risk. It now appears that both the U.S. and the USSR face a common
strategic threat.

In the past, arguments were delivered which stressed the futility of building a
comprehensive shield to protect against the massive Soviet ICBM arsenal. In that bipolar
situation, many considered achieving a leakproof layered defensive shield as doubtful.
Compounding the problem was the potential for the Soviets to develop methods to counter
at least some of the defensive attributes such a system would offer, and at a fraction of the
expense that SDI cost to de-pl‘oy.2 Opponents of SDI stressed that not only did defense
breed offense, but the new-offense was often smiarter and more difficult to defend against
than the original against which the defense was designed to counter.> An example is the

U.S. development of the multiple independent reentry vehicle (MIRV) to compensate for

L Lamb, 150.

2. Herbert York; Does Strategic Defense Breed Offense? (Lanham: University Press of America,
1987) p.20.

3. York, 21.
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limited amounts of U.S. missile launch platforms versus a growing Soviet ICBM threat.
The advantage always seemed to rest with the offense. -

The logic of the defense breeding offense argument is distorted by entrenched
bipolar reasoning. The above argument loses much ground when applied to the Third
World ballistic missile powers. Smaller military powers cannot yet saturate defensive
networks with massive offensive assaults and decoys. Third World ballistic missile strikes
are likely to remain limited in quantity and in d‘,efensive: counter-measures capability for
the foreseeable future. Couiitering these lihited Third World attacks provides stability
and prevents regional conflicts from widening and drawing in larger powers.

In the bipolar world now past, active defenses were destabilizing, giving one side the
edge in a preemptive attack,

If both sides were to deploy space-based defenses using speed of light weapons, the temptation

to strike first, in a counfer-defensive mode, would be greater than it is in a condition of offen-

sive mutual deterrence,
There is another side of this argument; (1) there will always remain some doubt that the
other side’s defenses will work better and therefore will give him the advantage; and (2)
each side is.more vulnerable to a first strike attack with limited numbers of offensive forces
and no active defenses to protect them, The most stable arrangement for two military
powers to have is for both to possess active defense capabilities.Z (See Figure 1)

The stability active defenses could provide is lost due to the restrictions imposed by
the ABM Treaty. The multipolar condition adds to the instability. Continued adherence to
the ABM Treaty prevents the U.S. and the USSR from being able to defend against a
demonstrated and improving Third World ballistic missile threat. The ABM Treaty in
effect incréases the vulnerability of the U.S. and the USSR. This then elevates the relative

strategic power of any Third World country with offensive ballistic missile forces while

1. Lakeoff, 162.

2. Lamb, 149.
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decreasing that of the U.S, and the USSR.

FIGURE 1
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SOURCE: Christopher J. Lamb, How to Think About
Arms Control, Disarmament, and Defense
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Préhtice Hall,
1988) p. 149. .

’ The U.S. and the USSR must reevaluate:the significance of tie ABM Treaty to the
cufrent world political order. Each must weigh the benefits that the Treaty provides
against the disadvanfages incurred by not allowing at least imited active_prb,tect.ibn. against
Third Warld ballistic missile attack or imdvertent ICBM launch.

The Significance of ABM as an Arms Contiol Vehicle. The ABM Treaty is held
sacred by international and U.S. proponents alike for its unique accomplishments iﬁ the:
bipolar era. "The ABM Treaty of 1972 is regarded by mamny as the most important arms
control agreement between the United States and the Saviet Union cuirrently in force.

The Treaty is held in such high regard because it.attempted to directly decrease the danger

1. Lin, xiii,
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of niuclear exchange by declaring the substance of the U.S./USSR deterrent association!
More so than the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, (SALT), START negotiations, the INF
Treaty or the MTCR, the ABM Treaty is viewed as the epitome of arms control achieve-
ment. Any attempt to alter or abrogate the Tieaty would be viewed with the utmost inter-
national and bilateral U.S./USSR scrutiny.

Yet renegotiation to the ABM Treaty holds the best of both the arms control and
active defensive approaches to stabilizing the ballistic missile thieat. The ABM Treaty is
the best existing vehicle which can address both the concerns of global ballistic missile
proliferation and the ability to defend national and international blood and treasure should
arms control faﬂ. For this reason, more so than any other, renegotiation of the ABM
Treaty holds much more appeal that simply imipleerting further arnis control initiatives
or active defenses alone. The ABM Treaty is the arms control standard of the century, and
to adapt that Treaty to the changing strategic environment is a logical and wise endeavor.
While the 1972 accord is intended to remain in effect for unlimited duration, the fact that
the Treaty negotiators considered that extraordinary events jeopardizing supreme national
interests could lead to withdrawal indicates that change was -a.nticipated_.2

Nothing is unlimited in initeriational politics, and if both sides, or even one, see a compelling
‘interest to depart the [ABM] Treaty, it will be so. Hopefully, a rencgotiated accord based
upon the current global realities and concerning all passiblé players will be conducted prior to
the evertual I,ap‘seof the *72 accord.-

Now is the time for change. The change does not require an immediate withdrawal
from the 1972 Treaty, but entails a deliberate series of evolutions to that might lead to
either amendment or renegotiation and redraft of the 1972 accord. Regardless of which
approach is decided, the Soviets and the U.S. Congress are the keys to achieving success.
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The Soviet - ULS. Congress Connection. The USSR in all likelihood is acutely
aware of the inherent dangers that Third World ballistic missile. proliferation presents. If
some type of amendiment, renegotiation or totally new treaty regime is attempted, thé
Soviets are a key element to the final solution. They are central to altering international
opinion toward renegotiation of the ABM Treaty, and to changing U.S. political opinion
towards abandoning the 1972 accord.

The U.S. Senate, having ratified the ABM Treaty, holds it as nothing less than
sacred, The Congress has gone so far as to dictate to the SDIO and the Executive Branch
that the U.S. will adhere to the narrow interpretation of the Treaty as signed in 1972. This
was deemed necessary after President Reagan asked Philip Kunsberg to examine the ABM
Treaty to determine if it prevented the ‘testiﬁg of new technology SDI componexits. Mr.
Kunsberg decided that the ABM Treaty gave no ifidication that the negotiators wished to
exclude ". . . the testing and development of futuristic technologies.” 1 Chief ABM negotia-
tor Gerald C. Smith, when asked aboiit the Kunsberg opinion, % . . felt there was never any
intention to allow such development and testing for space based ABM by either the U.S. or
the USSR."2

As a matter of political savwy and opportunistic ploy, the Soviets have since linked
the future of the START negotiations and Defense and Space Talks (DST) with the
DAITOW imerpmta‘tion of the ABM mandated b’y the U.S. Congr&ss_.?’ The SDIO is now
bound by Congress’ decree, Ambassador Henry Cooper, Director of SDIQ, feels that the
U.S. must resist this So¥viet diplomatic test fof the following reasons: (1) The U.S. has

nothing to lose confinuing a position of broadly interpreting the Treaty; (2) the ABM

i - -
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Treaty negotiating record provides as good a case for the broad as for the narrow interpre-
tation, despite some opinions to the.contrary; (3) neither the broad nor the narrow is veri-
fiable by NTMs; and (4) if the U.S. holds firm, all indications are that the Soviets will
eventually move towards the 1.8, posifi’on.l

The Soviets indeed show signs of being more liberal interpreting the ABM Treaty
and SDI related research,

Sust before the beginning of Round XII of the DST in Fall 1989, Ambassador Yuri Kuznetsov,

the Soviet Chief DST negotiator, reviewed the Soviet position and, as reported by TASS on

Septembier 26 1989, said that *all devices that are not weapons can be permitted (in space).’ 2
And earlier that year, on July 20 1989, Soviet Professor B. Etkin was discussing the ap-
plicability of space-based ABM systems and global war, and issued the following quote in
Pravda:

But whiat if the conflict if not global? What if we are talking about gnarantees against acciden-

tal launches, or above all, missile. launches of extremist groups? Such a limited system inclad-

ing ground- am{ spaw—bfwﬁd gomuons for combating extremist missile ladnches is withio the

bounds of technical solations.

It is said that the art of negotiation "... . focuses on procedure instead of substance,”
as well as highlighting mutual interests and mutual gains;‘g The key to readdressing the
ABM Treaty lies in both the U.S. and the USSR acknowledging the Third World ATBM
threat, and the potential for that threat to evolve into a significant menace (mmutual inter-
ests). The aim in the 1990s is not to'protect the ABM Treaty regime. The dzimisto”. ..
protect the right to deploy strategic defenses in the fiture [mutual gains)."> Recognizing
our common interests and common threats, instead of emiphasizing differences, seers the

1. Cooper, "SDI and Arris Control,” 89.

2. Caoper, "SDI and Arms Control" 91.

3.. Cooper, "Iraq, SD, and the Changing World," 4.

4. Roger Fisher and William Ury, Getfing to Yés (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1981) pp. 136-137.

5. Holmes and Spring, 106..
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pivotal first step in strategic defense discussions. The irfiportant coneept to grasp is that by
highlighting mutual interests, the U.S. can influence the Soviets, who if turn can influence
the international commuinity. Together all can be tufned upon the UJ.S. Congress to ratify
amendments or-a new treaty if called for.

Common Interests, Mutial Gains. International arfs control negotiations may
drag on for many months, or even years. While ABM Treaty renegotiation or abrogation is
considered, the 1972 accofd must remain in effect. Ounly when new agreements are
reached should the existing ABM Treaty be retired.

The U.S. and the Soviets would take a walk, fiot run approach to altering the ABM
regime. Like a sequelto a popular movie, the second treaty must live up to the success of
the first. The U.S. and the USSR must begin by joint acknowledgement of the increasing
menace of Third World TBMs to regional and global security. The presence of this threat
may negate the context of the agreement reached in the opening statement to the 1972
Treaty, which states™. . . that effective measures to lirnit anti-ballistic missile systems would
be a substantial factor in aurbing the race in strategic offensive arms and would lead to a
decrease in the risk of ontbreak of war involving nuclear Weapons.” 1 Next, the two might
agree to pursue ATBM networks to preclude limited short- and intermediate-range
launiches by "extremist groups” or other agencies. This step would establish a comprehen-
sive gound-based ATBM network: against limited TBM strike, Battle thanagement satel-
lites placed into orbit could link the ATBMs into a active defensive network. The battle
management assets would be perfectly legal under the tétms of the ABM Treaty, as noted
by Soviet Ambassador Kuznetsov, so long as they did not have the capability for, and were
not tested or used in an ABM mode. The U.S. could share certain ATBM and battle

management facilities to promote bilateral good will, and allow verification and corfipli-

1. Lin, 83.
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ance inspections in and around its ground facilities in accordance with protocol procedures
adapted from the text of the INF Treaty,

These bilateral ATBM agreements, although perfectly legitimate if done unilateral-
ly, would draw world attention in upon the increasing scope of the Third World TBM pro-
liferation problem. It would bring the two ABM signatories closer together working on
commen interests and building a level of mutual trust. The next step involves renegotiatinig
or scrapping the 1972 ABM Treaty. | '

Multipolar ABM and Treaty Renegotiation. The 1972 ABM Treaty has outlived
the bipolar logic which necessitated its drafting and implementation. Multipolarity has
overcome the context of the U.S, /USSR muclear holocaust mind set. The current danger
facing the parties to the Treaty involve lesser developed countries attacking either the U.S.
or the USSR, or drawing them into regional conflicts through the destabilizing use of
TBMs. Ballistic missile defenses (BMDs) might prevent this from occurring. The ABM
Treaty remains in effect, however, and prevénts the development and deployment of a full
range of necessary BMDs,

If $D1 is to be-deployed, the ABM Treaty will have to be ameaded or terninated. The reason:
The ABM Treaty explicitly prohibits the deployment of a nationwide strategic defense systen.
The ABM Treaty particularly disallows the deployment of anti-missile weapons in space, 1

Two alternatives exist for a new or modified ABM Treaty regime. The first involves
primarily the U.S. and the USSR. As original signatoriés, each may feel that they must
together address the issues first before other nations are considered as signatories. The
second alternative opetis a new ABM Treaty to a wider group of nations, totally acknowl]-
edging the emerging multipolarity of the 1990s.

In the first alternative, as the Third World limited-range threat develops into a
longer-range one, the U.S. and USSR would begin a series of amendments to the Treaty to
address the need for active defénses in an increasingly multipolar world. Such amend-
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ments might specifically note the addition of longer-range ballistic missile threats from
parties not agreed to the 1972 accord. The expanded-range Third World ballistic missile
threats, while not 4s extensive as that which the U.S. and the USSR presented each other,
were neither considered nor foreseen in 1972 agreement. Amendments in accordance with
Article XIV would address the nature of the multipolar threat, and a need to protect
against it (See Appendix). Specificaily, amending Articles ITI and VI would allow a wider -
area of limited ground based ABM deployment. Modifying Article V would allow in-
creased testing of gruuriﬂ based systems, at levels agreed to by both parties. -Article IX
would be ‘adapted 1o allow protection of allies and vital interest. Article XI would be
extended to include all applicable ballistic missile capable parties. Finally, Article XV
would allow the treaty to be superseded by a newer treaty when approved,

While amendments to the ABM Treaty proceeded, the established ground-based
global ATBM network could serve as a starting point for limited BMD while new ABM
systems were considered for deployment. Testing of groiind-based ABM systems would be
permitted to commence at once, as would limited tests of space-based battle management
coordination of ground based ABM systems. These bilateral agreements and amendments
wotild conform in principle to the U.S’s April 1988 Everett Panel’s recommendations that
SDI Phase I be reorganized to prioritize space surveillance and ground-based
intercep’tors;i While limited, ground based ABM testing and development were being
completed, and ABM amendments were approved, a fully capable ground based ATBM
network would remain in place to provide the first stage of limited ballistic missile protec-
tion.

One step beyond amendrnent is complete bilateral renegotiation of the 1572 accord.
‘The above events could lead to a perceived need for a totally new treaty regirhe. In this

situation, the amended 1972 Treaty must remain in effect 10 ensure a smooth and safe
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transition to a new treaty regime. Oncé Both the U.S. and the USSR feel comfortable with
the progress of the new treaty, and compliance and verification procedures were estab-
lished, the 1972 accord would be nullified and the new treaty signed and ratified.

A second alternative involves soliciting other space ¢apable nations to join in a new
ABM Treaty regime. Such an alternative completely acknowledges the permanence of
global multipolarity. The French have expressed concern about abrogating the ABM treaty
and establishing ﬁnec;ual zones of security, resulting in the creation of a "fortress
Amherica" 1 Should a new treaty regime fail to include other space-capable nations, those
other nations would resent the revival of a "Yalta complex - the fear of the superpowers
making a quantum leap in technology, thereby freezing France and Europe out of a race to
the fut_llfe."‘?’ SDI deployment without international consultation would entail the addi-
tional problem of the ensuring the freedom to use and develop space by all nations. The
U.S. and USSR would tend te dominate prime orbital areas for their SDI battle manage-
ment and surveillance systefus, excluding other nations from select orbital access.

Opening a new ABM Treaty 16 other space capable nations would receive warm
international and domestic replies. While using thé bipolar-agreement as a standard, other
emerging powers would now be offeted membership in the arms coatrol club. The two
military superpowers could introduce a resolution into the UN Security Council warhing of
the spread of intermediate- and long-range ballistic missilés. and related technologies.
Unanimous opinion for the resolution is not required. Yet a clear signal is sent by the text
of such a resolition to proliferating aa‘tions.‘ Next, the U.S. and the USSR would announce
theirimention to modify the ABM Treaty based upon multipolar ballistic missile prolifera-
tion. The two nations could explain their logic as follows: the original ABM Treaty was

1. Dean Godson, SDJ; Has America Told Her Story to th World?(Washington: Pesgamon-Bras-
sey's, 1987) p.-58,

2. Godson, 58,
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agreed to in a bipolar context; changes in the military capabilities of the Third World
expose the two nations to a wider range of threats than was present in 1972. The current
threat situation demands a new treaty. In order to conform to the evolving multipolar
dynamics, and political realities, the two nations would proclaim that the treaty would
initially be open to the five members of the UN Security Council, plus Germany and
Japan.' The Security Council could be tasked with handling the compliance and verifica-
ﬁén of the treaty, and dealing with violations in a manner that the Council unanimously
agrees to.

Other'space capable nations m;i’ghi' periodically be offered the chanée to join and
comply with the provisions of the treaty. The treaty is then amended to reflect the addition
of the new treaty members. Each member would be subject to the compliance and verifica-
tion standards determined unanimously by the UN Security Council, subject to on-site
inspections of all ground based facilities, to include battle:management control centers and
ground relay stations. As the key members to the treaty, the U.S, and the USSR may offer
to share their battle management facilifies with other Security Council and space capable
members. Those agencies accepting the offer must conduct their moritoring and ground
network tie-ifis to the battle management system from the facilities located on U.S. or
USSR soil. Battle management access to U.S, and Soviet facilities will be extended only to
those nations willing to completely conformn to the treaty’s compliance and verification
standards. Those nations unwilling to abide by the treaty’s provisions will not be party to
the protective shield which the limited, ground based ABM system would provide nor the
inforration that battle management facilities could furnish.

The purpose of an international ABM Treaty is to allow limited global"pratacticn
against accidental or terrorist ballistic missile strike. The systerh would not be the grand,
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* The concept for expanding the ABM Treaty regime to the UN Security Council, plus Germany and
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multi-tiered shield as envisioned by President Reagan and the JCS. Space based weapons
would remain prohibited. However, under the gaidsnce of the UN Security Council, the
limited testing of space capable components ¢ould occur, In this way, as the nature of the
rultipolar ballistic missile threat evolves, the system of active defense is prepared to
evolve along with it. Once the ground based system reached its permitted level Qf deploy-
ment, stringent on-site inspections wotld oceur regularly to ensure ¢omplete compliance.
Violations against compliance standards would face Security Couincil resolutions, embar-
goes, sanctions and basic intéfnational incredulity and disfavor,

Such an international ABM Treaty regime, while diffusing the power of the U.S.
and the USSR to some degree, allows a tighter international control over efnerging space
capable nations, The large, developed nations of the UN Security Council; plus Germany
and Japan, would give guidance to the Third World and provide a stable inter-regional
environment relatively free from inadvertent or limited ballistic missile attack. The larger
nations are therefore less likely to be held hostage by the lesser nations. The above alter-
natives recognize the trade-off necessary between viable arms control mechanisms and the
right to actively defend one’s interests when arms control might fail. 'I"I;c opportunities for
arms control failing have increased as more players entered the field. International partic-
ipation may help influence the lesser developed countries, while providing a large degree
of trust and recognition in the emerging space. powers of the 1990s.

An international treaty would allow impellance strategy open access to the monitor-
ing and control of strategic defensive assets for a major portion of the globe. As impel-
lance builds diplomatic trust and good will within the UN community of nations, the U.S. is
able to influence the degree of deployment for active ABM systems and orbital systems by
most space capable nations. To the advérse side, the U1.S. again opens itself up to possible
demagogic agencies by tréaty participation through the UN Security Cc')ﬁhcil.. Emerging
miultipolarity in the new world order will eventially demand some degree of international

participation.
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Should the U.S. and the USSR remain locked into the 1972 ABM Treaty, they will
becore more open to the emerging Third World ballistic missile threat. The relative
power of the two nations will erode. For the U.S,, the erosion could mean the dilution or
eventual loss of its global power status. For the USSR, the deterioration could be catas-
trophic. Both powers must open their political eyes to view the threats which the emerging
world order may present in the not too distant fixture, ’f‘he 1972 Treaty, monument to arms
control that it is, must be amended or replaced to reflect current conditions.

Comngress is not the iniiiating stage in a new or mod'if_i'é;i ABM Treaty, but the
terminal stage.. As such, Congress cannot be expected to abrogate the 1972 Treaty unless a
new and comprehensive orié is in hand. The international ABM alternative places added
pressuxe upon Congress to approve a new treaty, helping them to realize the true nature of
the threat that faces the U.S,, its allies, and their vital interests in the next ceritury. "In a
Congress of 535 members, 33 senators plus one ¢an block a treaty.” 1 Getting areund
Congress requiires a little external help. Help that a multilateral ABM 'i’reaty regime could
provide.

Observations. The 1972 ABM Treaty; Article XV, allows either signatory to with-
~ draw from the Treaty ". . . if it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject
matter of this treaty have jeopardized its suprenie interests.” Z Neither the U.S. nor the
USSR are expected to remain subject to the provisions of the treaty if it is not in their best
iriterests. Should further, more violent political unrest erupt in the Soviet Union, the U.S.
must be prepared to act in its own best interest. Events may transpire so quickly, and so
violently that if unprepared to counter all possible contingencies, the U.S. may suffer

unforeseen consequences precipitatiig from a crumbling USSR. Should the warst Gémr,

68




America must rapidly discard its bipolar luggage, look after its own best interests, ard plan
proactively for any and all alternatives. One stich alternative must remaim; abrogation or
withdrawal from the 1972 ABM Treaty,.

Should the Soviet Union fractire, what will take its place? How will U.S. global
leadership be affected? Will the Soviets attempt to take the U.S, down with them? Will
other nations attempt to exploit Soviet weaknesses through overt military means? Through
impellance, the proactive nature of the U.S. to deny any adversary his objectives gives the
nation the capacity to act forcefully and constructively to usher in President Bush’s new
world order. Impellance requires the. flexibility to respond, and to both actively and pas-
sively deferid U.S. National security interests.

America has a history of waiting for the worst to happen. The U.S. has traditionally
reacted to world events, It is not wise to wait for a demonstrated need before acquiring an
ABM systern, By then it may prove too late. Just as it was wise to modify the Pattiot anti-
aircraft missile to provide ATBM capability, so too might it be wise to give future ATBMs
the ability to expand into limited ground based ABM systems at little moré than a mo-
ments notice, Change will occur suddetily as the multipolar world settles out. America’s
success will rely in large part on her ability to cope proactivély with changes, no matter h}:}@?
sudden. '

If a withdrawal from the Treaty is required, will the U.S. have enough testing
accomplished to deploy a viable and affordable system? The Nitze Criteria for SDI
demand that the system be (1) effective, (2) affordable, and (3) it is survivable.l The onily
way to guarantee the Niize criteria are met is to grow into a functional ABM system
through a comprehensive ATBM global network. A comprehensive ATBM network may
allow a rapid transformation to one with limited ABM capability should an unforeseen
global crisis mandate such an alternative. A global ATBM nétwork will provide the ability

1. Nitze, Interview with Author, 14 January 1991,
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to protect U.S. forward presence forées, a.lii'es; and shared vital interests from the very real
and present threat of Third World TBMs.

Just as the Patriot provided psychological support for the Israeli and Saudi Arabian
populations, so might a limited ABM system one day provide the same stipport for U.S.
and allied populations. The insanity of bipolar punishment oriented offenses no longer fits
the multipolar world. The integrated deterrence of denying an adversary’s objectives
remains as the only viable éltem;aﬁve. The ability to réspond is rétained, yet both active
and passive defenses afe thorouglily incorporated into the global strategy of impellance.
Impellance, the versatile tool of a globally powerful U.S., must remadin capablé qf respond-

ing to any contingency.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

Transformation has begun at the national security strategy level to deal with the
increased global commitments burdens now borbe almost solely by the U.S.. Witnessing
the collapse of a shallow Soviet systern may have influenced President Bush and his advi-
sors as to the importance of ouf forin of government, political stability, economic well-
being, military strength, technological edge, ecological standards, and social health towards
maintaining a true global superpower status. With the added element of international
alliances, the U.S. is in the position to influence the wotld order across a broad spectrum
of interests. This influence, the proactive ability to make things happen, is called impel-
lance. |

Impeliance i the means with which to wield all the elements 6f national power, |
along with that of our allies, to positively influence events along a morally correct path.
Impellance embraces a global leadership role, and each nation which accepts the leader-.
ship and guidance that America alone can offer. All'will benefit from the afrangement.

As the global impellent force, the U.S, must gradually induce change, bearing in
mind the needs and ifiterests of those which attempts to steer. In the absence of bipolarity;
much potential for conflict arises, a great many of which the U.S. alone cannot - or does
not wish to - resolve. The ULS. provides the support, leadership and military might (if re-
quired) to aid thé resolution of volatile regional problems with elusive and problematic

settlements. The U.S. must place its power at the disposal of the collective to preserve the

good of the collective. The UN serves as an adequate ageﬁcy to forward the goals of
impellent strategy. Withouit participating within the UN, the U.S. will appear as dominat-
ing, rather than guiding, global affairs. National priority demands that America continues
to guard her own best interests as best possible, vigilant of demagogic agencies which might

use the collective against her.
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Impellance moves mations to accept accountability for their actions in the judgment
of a new world order through the UN, in cooperation with world economic centers, with
regional assemblies, and with individual countries . This becomes increasingly important in
the arena of armis ¢ontrol concerning the ballistic missile f)roli_feration problem. Impel-
lance can be-brought to bear upon both the seller’s and the buyer’s side of the equation to
effectively limit the spread of missile technolbg_y and components. The legitimate concerns
of each side of the proliferation equation must be addressed before: multilateral arms -
control can hope to sncceed. A sjstgm of sanctions and incentives may help to guide
nations to embrace arms eoiitrol accords. Should they choose to deliberately ignore world
proliferation practices.

Should arms control fail within regional areas, conflict may overflow into other
regions, or perhaps globally, through the uﬁe of ballistic missiles. Much of the ballistic
missile proliferation proble is-entrenched in bipolar response offense reasoning. Country
"A" must possess ballistic missiles if country "B" has them, in order to fespond to country
B if he attacks. No countiy can expect to allow itself to remain helpless to the rising ballis-
" tic missile threat. Evolving multipolar order is virtually ceftiin to experience some degree
of friction.as relationships séttle out. |

Third World ballistic missile threats were not considered in the text of the 1972
ABM Treaty, a bilateral document conceived in a bipolar world. The 1972 ABM Treaty is
outdated in the 1990s and places both America and the USSR at unnecessary tisk. The
Treaty must either be amendéd or resiegotiated to consider the new ballistic missile threat
facing the two original signatories, and the entire world. Though held as the finest existing
example of arms control to date, the ABM Treaty can be modified to encompass aspects of
limited ballistic missile: defense. While the framework of the Tréaty must remain as origi-
nally intended, provisions are now necessitated by events which allow sbme degree of

global protection from a growing multipolar ballistic missile threat.
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The widest degree of acceptance for a new treaty could be gairied by initially open-
ing the ABM regime up to the UN Security Council, plus Germany and Japan. After these
seven n:atiox;st formed the multilateral contéxt of the treaty, other space ¢apable natiens
would be invited to join. Arms control and ballistic missile defense are concerns facing the
entire globe, Opening the ABM Treaty to multilateral, trans-global participation would
spread responsibility for arms control across each region of the globe, while ensuring
adequate degrees of protection are allowed to participating nations.

The author will explore a multipolar path to a revised ABM Treaty with additional
research conducted in the near future at the U.S. Naval War College. Under thie direction
of Professor Stephen O. Fought, Director of .Stratggic Analysis, National Security Decision
Making Department, an attempt will be made to dissect the bilateral 1972 Treaty and
reorient it to the current multipolar condition and the increased threat of longer-range
ballistic missiles. Alternatives for amendment and redraft of the ABM Treaty will be the
the primary focus of the proposed research effort.

Impellance, arms and technology control, and active defenses as part of a _global
deriial of objectives defense strategy are essential elements of President Bush’s new world
order. Allied needs must be satisfied as the U.S. leads towards a system of peaceful coex-
istence within each region and throughout the world. The U.S. has the capacity to accorm-
plish these goals through the logic, strength and moral compulsion afforded by impeilance.
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APPENDIX

TEXT OF THE 1972 ABM TREATY!

Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics
on the Limitation of Ant-Ballistic Missile Systems.

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, herein-
after referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have devastating consequences
for all mankind, _

Considering that effective méasures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems would be a
substantial factor in curbing the race in strategic offensive arms and would lead to a de-
crease in the risk of outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons,

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic missile: systems, as
well as certain agreed measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms,
would contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions for further negotiations on
limiting strategic arms, ‘

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, _ .

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and to take effective measures toward reductions in strategic arms,
nuclear disarmament , and general and completé disarmament,

Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tension and the strengthen-
ing of trust between States,

Have agreed as follows:
Article I
1. Each Party undertakes to limit anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems and to adopt. other

measures in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory of its
country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and not to deploy ABM systems for

defense of an individual region except as provided for in Article III of this Treaty.

1. Taken form Herbert Lin, New Techiologies & The ABM Treaty (Cambridge; MA: Pergamon-
Brassey’s, 1988) pp. 83-87. '
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Article Il

1. For the purpose of the Treaty and ABM system is a system to counter strategic ballistic
missiles or their elements in flight trajectory, curiently consisting of:
, (a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles constructed and
deployed for sin ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode:

(b) ABM launnchers, which are launchers constracted for launching ABM intercep-
tor missiles; and _ , _

(c) ABM radars, which are radars ¢onstructed and deployed for an ABM role, or of
a type tested in an ABM meode.

2. The ABM system comiponents listed in paragraph 1 of this Article include those which
are:

(a) operational;

(b) under consfruction;

(c) undergoing testing; : ,

(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion; or

(e) mothballed. :

Article ITI

Each party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their components except that:
, (a) within on ABM system deployment area having a radiiis of one hundred and
fifty kilometers and centered om the Party’s mational capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no
more than one hiundired ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor
missiles at launch sited, (2) ABM radars within no more than six ABM radar complexes,
the area of each complex being circular and having a diameter of no more than three
kilometers; and , _
- (b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and
fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than
one hundred ABM launchers and no more than oné hundred ABM interceptor missiles at
launch sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential to corre-
sponding ABM radars operational or under construction on the date of signature of the
Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo laanchers, and (3) no
more than eighteen ABM radars each having a potential less than the potential of the
smaller of the above-mentioned two large phased-array radars.

Article IV
The limitations provided for in Article I shall not apply to ABM systems or their compo-

nents used for development or testing, and located within current or additionally agreed -

test ranges. Each Party may have no more than a total of fifteen ABM launchers in test
ranges. : '

Article V .
1. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components
which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based.
2. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM launchers for launching
more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time from each launcher, not to modify
deployed launchers to provide them with such a capability, not to develop, test, or deploy
automatic or semi-automatic or-other similar systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers.
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Article VI

To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on ABM systems and
their components provided by the Treaty, each Party undertakes:

(a) net to give missiles, lnunchers, or radars, other than ABM interceptor missiles,
ABM launchers, or ABM radars, capabilities to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their
elements in flight trajectory, and not to test them in an ABM mode; and

(b) net to deploy in the future radars for early warning of strstegic ballistic missile
attack éxcept at !ﬂcations“ along the periphery of its national territory and oriented out-

ward.
Article VII

Suhject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replacement of ABM
systems or their components may be carried out,

Aiticle VIII

ABM gystems or their components in excess of the numbers or outside the areas
specified in this Treaty, as well as ABM systems or their components prohibited by this
Treaty, shall be destroyed or dismantled under agreed procedures within the shortest
possible agreed period of time,

Article IX

'To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each Party undertakes nof to trans-
fer to other States, and not to deploy outside its national territory, ABM systems or their
components limited by this Treaty.

Article X

Each Party undertakes not to assame any international obligations which would
conflict with this Treaty.

Article XI

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations on strategic
offensive arms.

Article XII

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty,
each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its disposal in a marnner
consistent with generally recognized principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means of verification
of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate conceatment measures which impede veri-
fication by national technical means of comphance with the provisions of this Treaty. This
obligation shall not require changes in current constfuction, assembly, conversion, or
overhaul practices.
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Article X111

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the
Parties shall establish promptly a Standing Consultative Commission, within the framework
of which they will:

(a) consider wﬁnestions ¢oncerning compliance with the obligations assumed and
related situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(b pmvide on 8 valnntary basis such information as either Party considers neces-
sary to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations assumed;

(¢) consider questions involving unintended interference with national technical
means of verification;

(d) consider passible changes in the strategic sitaation which have a bearing on the
provisions of the Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destmctian or dismantling of ABM sys-
tems or their components in cases provided for by the provisions of this Treaty;

() consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further increasing the viability of
tThmlg Treaty; inciuding proposals for amendments in accardance with the provisions of this

aty;

(g) consider, as appmpmte, proposals for farther measures aimed at limiting

strategic arms.

2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may amend as appropriate, Regu-
Iations for the Standing Consultative Commission governing procedures, composition and
other relevant mattérs.

Article xw

1, Each Party ma rg propose amendments te this Treaty, Agreed amendments. shall enter
into force in accordance with the procedures governing the entry into force of this Treaty.

2. Five years after entry into force of this Treéaty, and at five-year infervals thereafier, the
Parties shall together conduct a review of this Tredty.

Article XV

1. This Treaty shall be of unlimitéd duration.

2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereigaty, have the right te withdraw from
this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the sub,;ect matter of this
Treaty have jeoparilized its supreme interests. It shall give notice. of its decisjons to the
other Party six months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. Such notice shall include a
statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as having jeopardized its
supreme interests.

Article XVI

1. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accerdance with the constitutional proce-

dores of each Party. The Treaty shall enter into force on the day of the exchangeé of in-

straments of ratification.

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Cliarter of United Nations,
DONE at Moscow o May. 36, 1972, in two copies, each in the English and Russian
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UNILATERAL STATEMENTS
B. Tested in ABM Mode

On April 7, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statemenit:

Article IT of the Joint Text Draft nses the term "tested in an ABM mode,” in defin-
ing ABM Components, and Article VI includes certain obligations concerning such testing.
We believe that the sides simuld have a common understanding of this phrase. First, we
would nete that the testing provisions of the ABM Treaty are intended to apply to testing
which occurs after the date of signature of the Treaty, and not to any teiting which may
have occurred in the past. Next, we would amplify the remarks we have madé on this
subject during the previous Helsinki phase by setting forth the objectives which govern the
U.S. view on the subject, namely, winle prohibiting testing of non-ABM components for
ABM purposes: not to prevent testing of ABM components, and not to prevent testing of
non-ABM components for non-ABM purposes. To clarify our interpretation of "tested in
an ABM mede," we note that we would consider a launcher, missile or radar to be "tested
in an ABM mede" if, for example, of the following events occur: (1) a launcher is used
to lannch an ABM interceptor missile, (Z) an interceptor missile is flight tested against a
target vehicle which has a flight tra;ectoxy with characteristics of a strategic ballistic mis.
sile flight trajectory, or is flight tested in enn.}unctwn with the test of an ABM mtemeptor
missile or an ABM radar at the same test range, or is ﬂighi: tested to an altitude inconsist-
ent with interception of targets against which air defenses are deployed, (3) a radar makes
measuremenis on 4 cooperative target vehicle of the kind reférred to in item (2) above
during the reentry portion of its trajectory or makes measurements in conjunction with the
test of an ABM interceptor missile or an ABM radar at the same test range. Radars used

for purposes such as range safety or instrumentation would be exempt from the applica-
tion of these eriteria.
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SUBJECT: Ihe gstrategic Defense Initiative and Conventional Theater
Deterrence.
PURPOSE: To explore the viability and capability of SDI techno-
logy for use against conventional short or intermediate range
cruise/ballistic missile attack: to examine the scenarios for possible
use of SDI technoleogy for offensive and defensive conventional tacti-
cal battlefield use; to explore the range of policy choices available,
and the impact presented, by develapihg, fielding and employing such a
system; to identify the technologies required to produce this capabil-
ity, be it space or land based; to examine the impact of S5SDI technolo-
gy use in the conventional arena on research and development efforts;
and to examine the implications of SDI use in the conventional arena
on the ABM Treaty.
SCOPE: The increase in technology proliferation to Third World coun-
tries and terrorist organizations increases the likelyhood of conven-
tional and/or chemical attack against U.S. and allied forces. Quieter
signatures for short and intermediate range conventional cruise/bal-
listic missiles, combined with better accuracy, make the prospect of
protection using current defense systems questionable. Any nation or
group, with the right clandestine contacts, may soon be able to launch
conventional /chemical attacks against a Western nation for political,
propaganda, stc., purposes.

NWC Global '90 introduced several scenarios applying SDI tecnolo-
gy. Technology proliferation and illegal technology transfer resulted
in short and intarmediate range threats to U.8. theater deployed
forces. Recent events in Iraq, Libya, and Central/South America raise
the guestion of how to properly deter, and should deterrence fail -

respond, to conventional/chemical attack by advanced technology weapon




gystems. A wide range of policy choices are available for exploration
in light of the thaw in the cold war. A viable deterrence against
hostile Third World or terxoxist actions is wvital if superpowers are
to be kept from being drawn into regional conflicts via calculated
belligerence. -

Current treaty guidelines must be conaidered while deciding the
benefits of employing SDI, whether space or surface based, in conven-
tional theaters of conflict., If the ABM treaty does not suppprt the
use of SDI for such deterrence, the implications of violating the ABM
treaty should be coneidered in terms of both offensive and defensive
use.

METHODOLOGY: Briefly examine the technological feasibility and R&D
efforts required for employing SDI in the conventional theater; deter-
rmine the scenarios for possible use of SDI capabilities in the conven~
tional theater; explore the policy choices available, both at the
national and international level, for using SDI in the conventional
arena; investigate the implications on the ABM treaty for R&D, field-
ing, and both the offensive and defensive use of such a system; deter-
nine the policy impact upon possible ABM treaty violations; and inves-
tigate SDI conventional measures of effectiveness.

ANTICIPATED DATA SOURCES: SDIO, the Pentagon, Washington D.C.; Defense
Nuclear Agency, Washington D.C.; Science Applications International
Corporation, Arlington VA; The State Department, Washington D.C.;
Space Command, Colorado Springs, ¢€C; Naticnal Defense University
Library, Washington P.C.; The Naval War College Library; The Aair
University Library, Maxwell AFB, AL.

NATURE OF THE PRODUCT: A think piece of approximately 100 pages,
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AUDIENCE FOR WHOM WRITING: SDIO, the Pentagon; SPACECOM; military
members and national leaders interested in the proac¢tive application
of new technologies for the defense of U.§. and allied interests
against high technology conventional/chemical attack.

POSSIBLE APPLICATIONS OF HORK: To stimulate the applications of sDI
outside the strategic nuclear arena against impending technological
proliferation and hostile intentions. Information produced to-date
has not adequately consideréd methods of effectiveness for SDI in a

conventional capability.

EXPECTED SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: SECRET (possible TS annex)




|

N SDI AND CONVENTIONAL
- THEATER DETERRENCE

A NWGC ADVANCED RESEACH PROJECT
PROPOSAL

PRESENTED BY:
JEFFREY E. THIERET
Major, USAF




FORWARD PRESENCE

« DECREASED DEFENSE BUDGET 1990'S & BEYOND

e INCREASED REGIONAL TURMOIL
ee Threat to vital US/Allied Interests

e PROACTIVE vs REACTIVE FORCES

o DEFEND MORE WITH LESS
e¢ Quick and Measured Response




GLOBAL WAR GAMES '90

e BIPOLAR vs MULTIPOLAR WORLD

e TECHNOLOGY PROLIFERATION

ee Third World

ee¢ Terrorist States/Organizations

o THE NATURE OF DETERRENCE?

ee Nuclear Threat - Detailed Policy (SIOP & SDI)

e¢ Conventional Threat? - Wide Range of Possibilities

e RESPONSE _‘
" ee Nuclear Retaliation - Unrealistic vs Third World
ee Conventional - Reactive; Enemy Objectives Achieved

e SDI AS A CONVENTIONAL THEATER ALTERNATIVE




MISSILES INVENTORY: RANGE GREATER THAN 300 km

AL WooLEAR ATTHE CEp
_ cHEMICAL NucLean AT MAX RANGE ~ WARHEAD
COUNTRY WEAPONS RESEARCH LM OF  wissie ESTMATED PReaae  WEIGHT

CAPABLE CAPABLE: MUSLEA *G)
Afghanistan  Yes No No 'S%gg;_gw 300 900 1000
Argentina No Yes  No G?mnop'lmﬂ 1000 700 400-500
Brazil No Yes  No  MBEEIO00 o 1000 700 900
ogcoment) 1200 700 000
Egypt Yes No No B‘}ggmmnﬂ 960 700 450
(CONDOR Ii)
India Yes  No  Yes AGKL  eny 2500 NA 1000
X (Project) 5000 N/A N/A
iran Yes Yes  No Sﬁgg;?oam 300 900 1000
Iraq S Yes  No  paty ALZBEAS . %00 4000 200
ALABEDEM  po00
Israel ? ? ? *’Egg’;,%;:nm 1500 N/A 100
o X (Project) . >50007 NA N/A
Libya Yes Yes  No Sﬁgggmm 300 900 1000
“M-9 _a0e ‘
North Korea Yas No No sc:gga-reational} 300 900 1000
Pakistan Yes No  Paty MEIL o 300 WA N/A
Saudi Arabia  Yes No No "'g?:;gﬁmn 2700 2400 2000
South Africa  Yes No Yes X (Project) ? ? ?
Syria Yes No No M-9 (Project) 600  300-600 N/A

Taiwan Yos No No T'%g;v"‘:mem) 1000 N/A N/A

Chart 1
*SCUD-B is the NATO designation for the SS«c surface-io-surface tactical missile system. This missile has been
OWDEM.S@. Libya. North Korea, Ireq. and South Yemen. raq used SCUD-B as the basis of is
SL-ABE-AS and AL-HUSSEIN missiles. SCUD-B s manufactured in North Korea. Iraq, ran, Egyst and, passidly,
*"M-0 i3 a Chinese export.
***CSS-2 is exponad 1 Saudi Arabia from China.
SOURCE: Aerospatiale




CONCEPTS OF EXPLORATION

e FEASIBILITY

e TECHNOLOGY REQUIRED
es Offensive vs Defensive

.+ ABM TREATY IMPLICATIONS

e POLICY CHOICES
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e POSSIBLE SCENARIOS FOR USE
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