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ABSTRACT 

Arms control can best be understood as a s p e c m  of activities usai in the 

management of conflict, much like Car1 von Clausewitz's spectrum of military 

activities that consthte war. ïndeed, both ought to be considered as contingent 

parts on a broader spectrum of activities associated with conflict management. 

For Clausewitz, the general character of war is dependent upon the political 

objective sought by the state. This insight led to his development of the concepts 

of limited and total war, and the notion that a broad range of military activities 

could be applied in support of the political interests of the state. Sust as 

Clausewitz argued that the character of war might change as the political and 

social structures on which it is based change, so it is tnie that the general character 

of arms control may change as political and strategic conditions within the 

international system occur. Whenever a major change occurs in the international 

system it is necessary to carefblly assess the emerging state of a f i n  and 

determine whether or not previously usefid means of conflict management remain 

relevant. 

During the Cold War the Sûategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT 1) and 

the associated Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty) were usefûl 

instruments that enabled the United States and the Soviet Union to corne together 

in a cooperative effort to manage their strategic relationship and partake in 

peaceful coexistence. In the pst-Cold War era the emphasis in the area of arms 

control is shifting Crom one of cooperative engagement for the purposes of 

v 



managing an adversarial strategic relationship, to one of the enforcement of non- 

proliferation regimes aimed at contributhg to stability in the international system. 

Where arrned force is required to enforce non-proliferation regimes the spectra of 

activities associated with arms control and war begin to merge. 

The inevitable proliferation of ballistic missile technology and weapons of 

mass destruction. as well as the growing reliance of great power states on space- 

based technology for their economic well king and security needs and the 

vulnerability of those systems to ballistic missile attack may have serious 

implications for the continued utility of the ABM Treaty in the pst-Cold War era. 

As the trends toward the enforcement of non-proliferation regimes and the need to 

periodically deploy international intervention forces into unstable regions 

continue. the need to defend against the use of ballistic missile technology by so- 

called "rogue" states will grow. The need to protect intervention forces fiom 

ballistic missile attack has already been established by the 199 1 Gulf War. 

Within the next twenty years, the vulnerability of critical satellite constellations to 

the strategic detonation of a nuclear warhead in space, delivered by a ballistic 

missile, will also need to be addressed. For this reason it is necessary to examine 

the origins of the debate over ballistic missile defence and the ABM Treaty, as 

well as to explore the limitations of the Treaty's relevance in the pst-Cold War 

era. 
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Introduction 

Mer the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, a new socio-political 

context was inîroduced which changed the character of conflict. In this new era, 

arms control, as it was known during the Cold War, cm no longer be identified as 

a principal means of confiict management. However, this is not to suggest that 

there is no room for amis control in the management of confiict. It is important to 

bear in mind that, because the character of conflict has changed, it is necessary to 

adjust the way in which anns control is applied to manage confiict. This thesis 

assesses the relevance of the 1972 Anti Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty with 

regard to international security in the pst-Cold War era. 

It is possible to conceptualize the Cold War as an extremely limited fom 

of war between two ideological adversaries. One could suggest reasonably that 

the Cold War was so limited in nature that direct militas, engagement was not the 

means by which it was prosecuted. Instead, the political objectives of the Cold 

War were sought through diplomatic means and the careful management of armed 

force. The primary objective was, of course, to avoid a '.hot wu," in which the 

United States and its allies, dong with the Soviet Union and much of the rest of 

the world, would be consumed by nuclear devastation. As one means of 

managing armed force, arms control can be seen as a principal method employed 

in the Cold War. in order to understand the way in which amis control was used 

to achieve this goal, it is necessary to conceptudize arms control as a series of 

activities that constitute a spectium of options in confiict management. It is also 

quite instructive to view the spectnim of activities associated with amis control as 



king contingent with the spectnim of activities that Clausewitz associates with 

war* 

One of the goals of the early arms control theocists was to develop a 

theoretical basis for, and a practical means to manage, east-west military relations 

during the Cold War, so as to reduce the risks of war. As part of the first Stnitegic 

Arms Limitation Tnlks (SALT) agreement, the ABM Treaty is an example of one 

such attempt to manage American and Soviet military relations in the effort to 

reduce the likelihood of a strategic nuclear exchange. However, now that the 

Cold War is over and the intense adversarial relationship between the United 

States and the former Soviet Union has subsided, it is questionable whether the 

ABM treaty can still be regarded as a useful device for preserving international 

stability. 

This thesis explores the development of arms control in the context of 

ballistic missile defence throughout the Cold War and in the years since its 

conclusion. The thesis will show that fundamental changes in the way conflict 

and war have been conceptualized and applied over the years have occurred. The 

utility of arms control as a principal means of conflict management during the 

Cold War established a fundamental theoretical link between the character of 

conflict and the role of arms control in its management. The change in the 

c haracter of international conflict that occurted at the end of the Cold War has had 

profound implications for the role of arms control in conflict management in the 

pst-Cold War era. This thesis explores these implications in the context of the 

ABM Treaty and the ballistic missile defence debate, and argues that the demise 



of the Soviet Union has established a new intemationid security environment, in 

which a potential role for missile defence capabilities in enhancing peace and 

secwity exists. As such, this thesis asserts that a re-examination of the ABM 

Treaty and its practical utility in the current international security environment is 

in order. 

The fmt chapter introduces an important concept fiom Clausewitz's On 

War, which is that the character of conflict changes as the social and political 

context changes from one period to the nrxt. Given the close and complex 

relationship of arms control theory to deterrence theory, Chapter One is then 

divided into three fiirther sections. The second section examines the development 

of nuclear deterrence theory throughout the Cold War, and explains the 

relationship between deterrence and strategic stability. The role of arms control 

in supporting strategic stability and the deterrent relationship is also introduced in 

this section. The third section discusses the origins and evolution of arms control 

theory through the Cold War, and assesses the significance of its relationship to 

deterrence theory in that period. The purpose of this approach is to put forth and 

support the proposal that, during the Cold War period, amis control was a 

bdamental characteristic of the ideological war between the east and the West, 

which was king fou@ for specific political objectives. The fourth and final 

section offers an examination of the role of arms control in the pst-Cold War era 

and discusses how that role differs fiom what it was during the Cold War. 

Chapter Two examines specific issues of the missile defence debate as 

they related to the origins of the M M  Treaty. The period examined begins with 



the earliest conceptions of missile defence technology in the early 1950s and ends 

with an analysis of the political implications of the 1972 ABM Treaty. This 

analysis is intended to provide an understanding of the political issues 

surrounding the early development of missile defence capabilities and an 

appreciation for the influence of the strategic context of U.S.-Soviet relations 

throughout the period. in doing so, this chapter demonstrates that, arms control, 

in the fonn of the SALT negotiations and the ABM treaty, sought to preserve the 

strategic balance between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. Furthemore, C hapter Two 

illustrates that the concept of strategic stability rested on perceived threat 

capabilities that had the potential to ifluence political relations between the 

superpowers, rather than on a practical assessrnent of the relative military 

capabilities of the U.S. and U.S.S.R. 

The third chapter of this thesis provides a similar analysis of the missile 

defence debate in the 1980s under the Reagan administration. Reagan's Strategic 

Defence Initiative (SDI) program emerged in the context of heightened tensions 

between the United States and the Soviet Union afier the détente of the 1970s, yet 

the debate over missile defence remained in the context of the ABM Treaty. The 

problem with the continued influence of the ABM Treaty over SDI was that the 

Treaty was fomulated during a tirne of emerging détente between the 

superpowers and therefore reflected a political contea of cooperation. However, 

when President Reagan proposed SDI in 1983, relations between the United 

States and the Soviet Union had once again cooled. This ushered in a political 

context that was inconsistent with that in which the ABM Treaty was fomulated. 



The character of the debate over SDI and the relationship of thaî debate to the 

ABM treaty is examined in some detail. 

Chapter Four of the thesis continues with the idea introduced at the end of 

Chapter One. It argues that changes in the social and political context of 

international relations since 1991 have allowed for the broadening of the concept 

of arms control. This broadening has, by necessity, changed both the way in 

which m s  control is applied and the role it plays in the management of conflict. 

Rather than k ing  saictly an exercise in munial agreement, the practice of amis 

control in the pst-Cold War era has broadened to include efforts in non- 

proliferation in which the use of force may be necessary to ensure cornpliance. 

Indeed, it appears clear that in the curent context arms control is the control of 

arms. whether it be by cooperative efforts or the forcehl imposition of non- 

proliferation regimes against certain states. During the Cold War, arms control 

represented an effort to maintain bi-polar strategic stability. This was 

accomplished not by seeking parity in the real rnilitary capability of the respective 

Forces, but by rnanaging perceived threat capabilities that affected on the political 

relationship of the superpowers. In the pst-Cold War era, arms control is 

concemed with addressing the military potential of states that pose a bonajide 

threat to stability within the international system. 

As will be discussed in Chapter Four, an important factor pertaining to 

this new mle is a change in the practicability of preemptive action. This position 

will be supported by a brief d y s i s  of the way in which arms control has been 

applied since the end of the Cold War. The potential mle of missile defence 



capabilities in support of military operatioas aimed at the control of arms will be 

assessed in this chapter, as will the implications of the ABM Treaty for the 

deployment of missile defence systems in an 'arms control' capacity. 



Chanter One 

The Emergence of a New Rok for A r m s  Control Aacr the Cold War 

Since the demolition of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the dissolution of the 

Soviet Union in 1 99 1, the world has witnessed the emergence of the new "pst- 

Cold War" security environment. German unification, the demise of the Soviet 

empire, and the wanning of relations between the former communist East and the 

democratic West have dmatically altered the social, political, economic and 

strategic context of international relations. Throughout the 1990s scholars have 

grappled with the formidable task of identifyuig the significance of these changes, 

and determining how to charactenze the newly emerging context of international 

relations. Conseqwntly, the last decade or so has been a very tumultuous time in 

the analysis of international politics. Some old ideas are king discarded, while 

others are king reapplied along with some newer ones. A strong case in point is 

the marginalization of the utility of force in great power conflict. an idea that was 

prevalent in the inter-war period, and the renewed faith in the power of 

interdependence to create peace and stability in a highly globalized advanced 

industrial world. This has bestowed upon strategic theorists the responsibility of 

differentiating between the Cold War and the pst-Cold War security 

environments in order to offer an assesment of the comparative utility of force 

among great powen in each period. 

The purpose of this chapter is to identiQ how arms control supported the 

relationship between nuclear deterrence and strategic stability during the Cold 

War, and to contrast that with the role that arms control plays in the pst-Cold 



War security context. The first section is a bief exploration of Clausewitz's 

theocy of war, which provides some insight into the significance of the impact of 

the political changes that occurred in 199 1 on the role of amis control in Russian- 

American relations. The second section outlines the theory of nuclear detenence 

and explains how it was applied to strategic stability considerations between the 

United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. It also provides a brief 

explanation of how m s  control was used as a controllhg agent to support the 

relationship between deterrence and stability, in order to ensure that they did not 

deteriorate. The third section provides a more complete explanation of how arms 

control was applied during the Cold War. This explanation is provided by an 

intensive review of Crofi's analysis of the origins and development of arms 

control from ancient times to the present. A final section discusses the role of 

arms control in the pst-Cold War era and describes the importance of the 

distinction between the narrow versus the broad interpretation of amis control, 

particularly in the context of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and 

the deployment of missile defence systems. 

Im~lications of the Channion Character of War for Arms Control 

The dominant characteristic of the Cold War was a unique interplay of the 

broad influence in international affairs enjoyed by the two superpowers, and the 

inimical political relationship, which existed between the West, represented by the 

United States and its allies, and the East, represented by the Soviet Union and its 

allies. This relationship made it relatively easy for strategic analysts to identify 

and prioritize threats to national security. While the superpowers never engaged 



each other directly in d i tary  confikt duriog the Cold War, they were prominent 

participants in smaller proxy, or local, wars. In spite of this fact, as well as an 

impressive accumulation of the tools of war by both sides, it is generdly accepted 

that, the superpowers shared a common interest in the avoidance of general or 

nuclear war. The question of the legitimacy of the resort to armed force as a 

means of resolving political conflict was a fimdamental element of the smtegic 

relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

The post-Cold War international political environment does not share the 

same characteristics as that of the Cold War. In the cwent context, both the 

nature and intensity of the bipolar contlict between the east and West are 

significantly different than what they were during the Cold War. One of the most 

important di Rerences between the Cold War and post-Cold War political contexts 

is the absence of a global clash in mutually exclusive ideologies. Furthemore, 

notions of interdependence and gtobalism now play a more prominent role in 

global politics. The warming of relations has allowed for cooperative efforts 

between the former Soviet Union and western countries in xveral areas, including 

economic and security issues. in addition, the predominant influence of the U.S. 

and. more notably, Russia is increasingly king called into question. The 

emergence of economic powers such as Japan and the E.U. has changed 

drastically the texture of international politics. As a result of theses changes 

power and influence in the international system are seen by many as more widely 

dispersed than they have ken in previous yem. The result has been an apparent 

reluctance on the part of the great powers to employ armed force to M e r  their 



interests, and a prefereace for diplornatic and economic methods of statecraft. 

With this renewed emphasis on the interdependence of states in the international 

system bas arisen the question of whether or not there is a place for war as a form 

of statecraft in the repertoue of states. 

In an essay entitled "The Genesis of On War" Peter Paret cites 

Clausewitz's assertion that military structures are dependent on the conditions of 

the state.' Clausewitz himself acknowledges that relations among states are the 

driving forces behind wars, since wars, as an act of policy %an never be 

considered in isolation fiom their purpose."2 This, of course, is the logical 

foundation for his famous dictum that "war is not merely an act of policy but a 

true political instrument, a continuation of. political intercoune, carried on with 

other means.") Thus. for Clausewitz, while the means of war may change 

throughout tirne, thereby changing the character of warfare, the nature of war as a 

political instrument does not. 

Indeed, this is most apparent in Chapter Three of Book Eight, where 

Clausewitz offers exarnples of various strategies in applying military force from 

Imperia1 Rome through the Middle Ages and up to the end of the enlightenment 

and the French ~evolution." in an effort to offer some explanation for his detailed 

historical analysis, Clausewitz writes, 

[w]e wanted to show how every age had its own kind of war, its 
own limiting conditions, and its own peculiar preconceptions. 
Each period, therefore, would have held to its own theory of war, 

Peter Paret, "The Genesis of On War" in Car1 von Clausewitz On War, Michael Howard and 
Peter Paret, Eds. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1 W6), 6. 
' Car1 von Clausewitz, On War, Book 1 Chapter 1, Howard and Paret, Eds. (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1976), 76-78. 
' ibid., 87. 
* Ibid. Book 8 Chapter 3,586-594. 



even if the urge had always and univedly existed to work things 
out on scientific principles. It follows ihat the events of every age 
must be judged in the light of its own peculiarities. One cannot, 
therefore, understand and appreciate the commanders of the past 
until one bas placed oneself in the situation of their tirnes, not so 
much by a pinstaking study of al1 its details as by an accunite 
appreciation of its major determining features: 

Just as drarnatic technological and political transformations changed the character 

of war &er 1945, so have the changes in the detennining features of international 

relations between 1989 and 199 1 changed the character of war in the pst-Cold 

War ers. In order for States to meet the challenges of the pst-Cold War world it 

is necessary to identify and embrace these changes. 

Nuclear Deterrence. Arms Control and Stratepic Stabilitv 

The theory of Cold War nuclear deterrence was heavily dependant on the 

concept of conflict stability, also referred to as strategic stability. The pursuit of 

strategic stability during the Cold War represented an effort to ensure that neither 

the Soviet Union nor the United States achieved an advantage that would induce 

h e m  to launch a pre-emptive nuclear attack in order to end their stand-off. The 

resultant state of mutual deterrence contributed to this stability by establishing a 

state of affairs in which the mutual destruction of both sides was guaranteed if one 

were to attempt a nuclear attack. This was achieved by ensuring the 

invulnerability of each side's second strike retaliatory force capability. 

The development of advanced rnilitary technology was a key aspect of the 

effort to maintain mutual assured destruction (MAD). However, some feared that 

without proper resûaints, technological development could destabilize the 

relationship between East and West through the introduction of so-called "break 

iôid., 593. 



outyy technologies. Examples of such technological innovations include jet power, 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs), Sea Launched Ballistic Missiles 

(SLBM's), Multiple independently Targeted Reentry Vehicles (MIRVS), and 

Ballistic Missile Defence (BMD) systems. Arms control became the principal 

means by which the destabilizing potential of the development of military 

technology was held in check. 

in essence, during the Cold War, amis control was geared towards 

preserving the retaliatory capability of both sides, and therefore by extension, the 

overall deterrent relationship.6 Garnett traces the ongins of Cold War amis control 

theory to Article 8 of the League oCNations, which called for a reduction of 

maments "to the lowest point consistent with national safety."' For this reason 

it is necessary first to corne to understand the nature of the deterrent relationship 

between the Soviet Union and the United States. 

The logic of deterrence is somewhat paradoxical. Morgenthau argues that 

the essence of man is an inner insecuity and realization of his own mortality, 

which accornpanies self-consciousness. Morgenthau argues that this insecuity 

and sense of imminent death compel him to try constantly to achieve a sense of 

security in the world around him? For Morgenthau, this search for a sense of 

security is the driving force behind self-interest. The paradox of deterrence, 

which is particularly pronounced in the case of nuclear deterrence, is that in order 

Stuart Crofi, Stratepies of Amis Control: A History and T~wloq ,  (Manchester: Manchester 
University Press, 1996), 34. 
' John Garnett, "Disarmament and Arms Control Since 1945" in Strategies of Arms Control: A 
Historv and Tploey,  (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1996), 19 1. 
8 Hans J Morgenthau, Scientific Man v. Power Politics, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1 W6), 1. 



to anain this security, humans have persisted in develophg new technologies that 

have an increased potential to contribute to the destruction of the human race. 

During the Cold War, the development of increasingly lethal technologies 

was rationalized by the perceived need to deter and defend against nuclear attack. 

This strategy led to the development of nuclear deterrence theory, which Butew 

explains, is an explmation of how an adversary, or potential adversary, might be 

convinced not to do something that it would otherwise dos9 Similady, Morgan 

defmes deterrence as "the use of threats of h m  to prevent someone from doing 

something you do not want him to do."'* For Morgan, the consideration of 

deterrence theory is necessarily almost always in the context of a "severe" conflict 

situation.' ' Taken fkom the context of conflict, Morgan suggests that deterrence 

simply begins to resemble power, the effect of which would be to make any 

analysis of its practical utility virtually impossible.12 

The potentially negative consequences that are faced even by the side that 

uses nuclear weapons against another nuclear-med state are severe enough to 

pose a unique set of problems to the task of maintainhg the credibility of the 

Paul Buteux. The Theory and Practice of Deterrence", in World Politics, Haglund and Hawes, 
Eds. (Toronto: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1990: 83403), 83. Buteux goes on to suggest that the 
theory is best understood as a theory of rational decision as it explains the logic of strntegic 
decision (p. 84). By applying a similar definition to deterrence, Barry Buzan identifies a pre- 
emptive characteristic within deterrence, see; An Introduction to Sîrateeic Studies. Militarv 
Téchnoloay. and International Relations, (New York: St Martin's Press, 1987), 136. 
10 Patrick Morgan, Deterrence: A Conce~tual Anahsis, (London: Sage Publications, 1977)- 32. 
" Morgan's emphasis on "severe" conflict is cons&ent with the Cold War concem for avoiding a 
crisis situation between the superpowers, which might have resulted in nuclear holocaun It is 
important to bear in mind however, that detemnce does huiction in conflict situations that are 
characterized by a lower level of intensity than that envisioned by Morgan, see: Morgan, p. 29. 
This fact relates to the ideas of immediate and general deterrence. Immediate detemnce fimctions 
when an explicit threat of retaliatory or punitive action is made in a crisis situation. General 
detenence firnctions in a non-crisis adversarial relationship, in which it is generally understood 
that retaliatory or punitive action will be taken if the other side should try to precipitate a crisis 
situation. 



deterrent threat. Prior to 1945 it was generally rnaintained that war could be a 

viable and effective means of maintaining the international system by providing a 

way of resolving disputes when the instruments of diplomacy prove to be 

inadequate to the task. As long as at least one party to a dispute could ascertain 

some benefit, or identiQ an absolute need to engage an adversary in combat, the 

resort to war remained a rational option in the resolution of political disputes 

between states. 

In the context of conventional deterrence, a relatively wide margin of error 

existed in the cost-benefit analysis of the desirabilityhecessity of engaging in 

military combat operations versus the probability of success and the cost of 

losing, or at least not winning. The difficulty for deterrence in a nuclear context 

is that it takes a very active imagination for any party to a conflict to be able to 

rationalize a reason for initiating a nuclear exchange. The carnage wrought by a 

nuclear war would devastate either state's capacity to continue to function as a 

viable political entity. In effect then. war itself represented a greater threat to 

states' security during the Cold War than the pursuit of contradictory interests per 

se* 

According to Buzan, the emphasis on war prevention at the end of World 

War Two encouraged the civilian participation in the development of both 

strategy and technology." He suggests that civilian expertise in nuclear 

technology and the development of au power were invaluable at a time when the 

western world was focused on reindustrialization and the downsizing of military 

IZ Ibid., 18- 1 9. 
l3 Bu~an, 140-141. 



commitments. Buzan also makes note of the fact that civiIian influence was 

particularly appropriate at a tirne when the focus of the strategy of war avoidance, 

did not de pend exclusive1 y on military expertise. 

As a result of this state of flairs, the development of nuclear strategy was 

removed fiom the auspices of military control to political control. Buteux 

identifies this shifi when he notes that since 1945, dl cornpetition and 

confrontation between the superpowers has occurred under the shadow of nuclear 

weapons.'" The association is made when he describes how statesmen have 

simultaneously sought to avoid nuclear war while advancing their political 

interests by exploiting the ambivalent threat of nuclear war. This k a t  is 

generated not so much as a matter of policy, but by a combination of political 

rhetoric and the existence of nuclear weapons. 

The predominance of the political utility of nuclear weapons over their 

military utility leads to two insights. The fint is that it clearly illustrates the 

distinctive character of nuciear deterrence versus conventional deterrence. The 

second is the importance of the concept offinite deterrence, which. according to 

Buteux, is achieved when nuclear powers accept that the only utility of nuclear 

weapons is to deter their own use in combat. As Buteux himself has pointed out, 

however. the implementation of finite deterrence can be difficult to achieve. This 

he attributes to the apparent mutual incompatibility of finite deterrence with the 

doctrine offlexible response, which assigns a tactical utility to nuclear weapons in 

waf. 1s 

'' Buteux, 89. 
'' Ibid., 99-100. 



Flexible response evolved from the realization that the doctrine of massive 

retaliation did not communicate a credible deterrent threat to a Soviet invasion of 

Westem Europe. The doctrine of massive retaiiation, which was initially adopted 

by the United States in 1954, represents a strategy of deterrence by threat of 

punishment. The basic principle behind deterrence by threat of punishment is the 

communication of the capability, intent, and will to reialiate to an attack at a level 

of intensity that the opponent would consider to be so devastating to its own 

interests as to negate any benefits that might accrue frorn the initial aggressive 

action. In other words, even if it would prove impossible to stop an opponent 

fiom taking a certain course of action, one could communicate a set of 

consequences to that action that would dissuade the opponent fiom carrying it 

through. This is in contrast to deterrence &y denial, which requires the 

preparation of a suficiently extensive system of defences to cause the adversary 

to estimate that a prohibitive amount of resources would have to be cornmitted in 

order to obtain the objective. 

The realization of the continued vulnerability of Western Europe to Soviet 

invasion in the 1960s caused NATO to realize that, on their own, neither 

deterrence by denial nor deierrence by threat of punishment were suficiently 

credible to deter the Soviet Union from invading Europe should they decide to do 

so.I6 Consequently, flexible response was adopted as a means of administering to 

the dernands placed on the US. to provide extended deterrence to its European 

allies. Flexible response effectively combined denial and punishment in one 

I6 Ibid., 94-95. 



stmtegic doctrine." Fonnally adopted by NATO in 1967, flexible response 

enhanced the credibility of the deterrent threat in Europe by allowing NATO to 

respond accordingly to different levels of violence. In addition to the option of 

the selective use of force, flexible response empowered the U.S. and its allies to 

utilize a strategy of "controllrd escalation" of hostilities. In effect this created a 

two-tiered deterrent to manage the relationship between NATO and the Soviet 

Union. in the first tier of deterrence, conventionai and tactical nuclear forces in 

Europe represented a deterrent based on denial, which was intended to keep the 

Soviets fiom uivading. The second tier was represented by the strategy of 

deterrence by threat of punishrnent. which could function either independently to 

prevent a Soviet nuclear first strike, or, in the event that the Soviets did decide to 

risk a conventional war in Europe, couid oct to deter the escalation of the confiict 

to its logical extent within the context of the conventional war. 

It is worth spending a little time discussing the issue of the credibility of 

the deterrent threat, which has been mentioned a few times up to this point. The 

efficacious impiementation of deterrence theory is contingent upon the aggressor 

state's perception of a legitimate threat to its own interests. Put quite plaidy, an 

opponent will not be deterred if it is not convinced that the cost of pursuine a 

hostile action will outweigh any benefit it might accrue. The aggressor state's 

perception of a legitimate threat to its own interests is dependent upon four 

criteria. These criteria are: the capability to cany out the threat; the intention and 

will of the deterrer to act on the threat; the cost effectiveness of the threat; and the 



general credibility of the nature of the threat, based on the circumstances under 

which the deterrer daims he will act on the threat. 

in essence, then, the threat must be one that the deterrer has the economic, 

technological, and logistic capability to carty out. The deterrer must also have the 

resolute will and a bonafide intent to implement the threat. The threat must also 

promise to do more h m  to the aggressor state than to the deterrer. Finally, the 

specific circumstances under which the threat will be executed must be clearly 

defmed. In order to maintain credibility, the severity of the threat must be in 

some proportion to the transgression. niese criteria are irrelevant, however, if the 

opponent is not made to see them.18 When both sides meet these criteria a state of 

mutual deterrence is said to exist. 

The problem of comrnunicating the intent and will to cany out a threat is 

perhaps the most dificuit criteria of credibility for the deterrer to comunicate to 

its adveaary. It is also the most important. Schelling, who adopts the general 

position that the threat to use force must be communicated to the adveaary so as 

to make it believable, addresses the importance of' effective co~nmunication.'~ 

Without effective communication, the satisfaction of any or al1 of the Fust four 

criteria is irrelevant. 

Butew suggests that in the nuclear world the problem of communication 

may not be as great as it tint appears. He points to the grave consequences of 

discounting a threat to use nuclear force as something of an incentive for state 

- -- - - 

l8 ibid., 85. 
I9 Thomas Schelling, Amis and Influence, (Yale: Yale University P m s ,  l966), 120. 



actors to take them s e r i o u ~ l ~ . ~ ~  It seems that the greatest danger posed by a 

failure in communication between States in the nuclear context is that an effort by 

one side to enhance the credibility of a deterrent threat rnay be seen by the other 

side as an atternpt at ~orn~el lence .~~ Compellence differs fiom deterrence in that 

it refers to the attempt, via a threat, to force an adversary to do what it ordinarily 

would not do." It is obvious that any sovereign state would see such an attempt 

at compellence as intrusive, and cause it to react in a manner that the other side 

might in tum consider unacceptable. Clearly a circumstance such as this has the 

potential to devolve rapidly into an acute crisis situation. 

There exists an inherent risk of efforts to deter an adversary being 

mistakei for an attempt io compel that enemy. During the Cold War, this meant 

that deterrence alone could not be relied on to manage the stratrtgic relationship 

between the United States and the Soviet Union. The very basis of nuclear 

deterrence during the Cold War was the principie of strategic stability. The 

purpose of this stability was to ensure that neither the Americans nor the Soviets 

could claim a significant strategic advantage over each other. Only by ensuring 

that both sides were mutually vulnerable to each other's nuclear attack could 

deterrence possibly work. Without such a mutual vulnerability one side or the 

other might elect to chance a pre-emptive first strike, effectively knocking out the 

Butew, 48. 
" Ibid., 89. 
n - For a more detailed analysis of the concept of compellence, see; Schelling, pp. 2-18; Buzan, p. 
136, Related to Schelling's concepts of deterrence and compellence under the broader 
classification of "coercion", are Edward Luttwak's notions of dissuasion and persuasion under the 
broader ciassification of "suasion", see; Edward Luttwak, Stratenv: The Loeic of War and Peace, 
(Cambridge, Mass., The Beknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1987), 12 1 - 123. 



enemy's retaliatory capability and rendering him more or less defenceles~.~ Thus 

the establishment of strategic balance meant that both sides had to have a 

guaranteed retaiiatory, or second-strike capability. However, this balance did not 

just happen on its own, but required a mechanism to help manage the strategic 

relationship between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. That mechanism was arms 

control. 

It is widely acknowledged that the development of arms control theory 

after World War Two was somewhat ahi~torical.~~ A certain urgency was placed 

on the need to establish effective arms control regimes during the Cold War in 

order to create and maintain the strategic stability that was so vital to the 

preservation of relative peace between the superpowers. This urgency derived 

fiom the unique strategic environment that was created as a result of the existence 

of nuclear weapons. This emphasis on the critical importance of arms control, not 

just for the management of contlict but for the preservation of the human race. 

fostered a belief among early amis control theorists that they were developing a 

new and unique mechanism for contlict management in the international system. 

Schelling and Halperin have argued that the central co~ection between 

arms control and deterrence is the fact that once an arms control agreement has 

k e n  broken it will take time for the state to acquire the requisite number and type 

of weapons to pose a threat, a condition that came to be known as security 

'3 Gamen ôormws f?om Herbert Butterfield in arguing that the foundation of al1 relationships is an 
obstacle to the perfeaion of trust and goodwill. He argues that this obstacle stems h m  a 
Hobbesian fear of the other, and that this fear fonns the basis of the arms race and tension in 
political relations, p. 199 
-' Stuart CroA notes the fact that only the particular fonn of arms conml theocy developed by 
theorists such as Schelling, Bull, Khan, Halpcrin etc. was novel, and thai arms control in Gct, has 



building in the 1980s. During this period of buildup the other party to the treaty 

may have an opportunity to take preemptive action to what may be perceived as 

preparations for war. Thus, by placing qualitative and quantitative restraints on 

armaments, which make it difficult for a state to capitalize on "break out" 

technology right away, arms control provides a disincentive to take such 

~neasures.~' in this way, Aron has argued that the comection between arms 

control and deterrence is the fact that they share the management of armed forces 

as their objective? 

OriGns of Arms Control and Its Develo~ment Thmu& the Coid War 

CroH provides an excellent historical analysis of the development of arms 

control, which is useful in putting the role of m s  control, both during and afier 

the Cold War, into some perspective. Crofi's analysis spans five different 

historical periods that include the ancient world (in the west), Medieval Europe, 

the Modem era ( 1648- 19 19), the inter-war years. and finally, the p s t  1945 era. 

Throughout his analysis Crofi identifies the "widening" of arms control into five 

different areas of activity: to establish a new order at the end of a conflict; to 

create and maintain stability; to develop the rules of war; to control proliferation 

of weapons; and finally, to enable intemational organizations to participate in and 

oversee the arms control process. By ''widening'' then, he means the expansion of 

the types of arms control and the range ofactivities with which it is concemed. 

Croft also discusses the emergence of a process of deepening in arms control 

a much longer history; pp. 33-34. See also, Colin Gray, House of  Car& Whv A r m s  Control Mut 
Fail. (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1992). 15. 

Thomas Schelling, and Morton Halperin, Stratew and Arms Control, (New York: The 
Twentieth Century Fund, 196 l), 74. 



during the inter-war years. This essentially refers to efforts to make anas control 

agreements more comprehensive by increasing their specificity, verifiability, 

duration and enforceability. 

Croft points out that, in fact, there is a long history of arms control king 

used to manage relations between political entities, going back as far as an 

attempt by the Philistines to prevent the Israelites fiom acquinng iron-based 

weapons around 1100 BCE?' Though not an arms control agreement as such, 

this does represent an early attempt to place constraints on arms. According to 

Crofl, arms control was first institutionalized as a means of managing conflict 

situations by the earliest civilizations of the ancient world. As Crofi says, the 

endemic character of warfare during this period meant that there was very iittie 

incentive to structure arms conml agreements in such a way that they worked to 

prevent the occurrence of armed conflict. The low level of technology that was 

characteristic of ancient weaponry also contributed to this fact. Therefore, there 

were both political and practicai reasons why the role of arms control in the 

ancient world was rather limited. 

Croft argues that arms control agreements often occurred either at the end 

of a conflict, or when a significant technological development in weaponry came 

about. He argues that the use of m s  control at the end of conflicts denved fiom 

the need to create new strategic relationships &er the war. For Crofi, four post- 

conflict models were possible.28 In the first model, the overwhelrning victory of 

" Raymond Aron, The Great Debate: Theones of Nuclear Strategy, (New Yodc Doubleday and 
Co. Inc., 1963), 146. 
" Cm& 23. 
" &id., 4 1-43. 



one side resulted in the total disarmament of the loser. This is referred to as the 

feodus inuequum, or unequal agreement. The second model is charactecized by a 

convincing victory that is something short of total, in which uwqual amis control 

terms are used to establish the strategic and politicai supenority of the victor. 

Both of these models effectively establish a sort of dependent relationship 

between the two parties. The third model is one where a clear military victory 

exists and amis control is used to establish semi-permanent stability through force 

superiority for the victor. This model is somewhat different from the previous 

two. While strategic infenonty is imposed on the loser, political equality is 

maintained. Finally, the fourth model is one in which a cessation of hostilities 

occurs before there is a clear victory. In such a case, an arms control agreement 

would tend to work to the advantage of the party with the strategic and political 

initiative at the time of the cessation of hostilities, This is due to the fact that 

treaty negotiations would occur while the conflict was king waged and not f ie r  

the fact. 

Croh dates the use of arms control to strengthen strategic stability back to 

an agreement between the Egyptians and the Hittites around 1280 BCE The 

purpose of this type of agreement was to develop a strategy for war avoidance 

and/or circumvent the high cost of an arms build up in preparation for an 

unnecessary war.L9 According to Croft, there was a much greater likelihood of 

reaching a balanced agreement in this form of amis control than in the form that 

Ibid., 44-46. By the early part of the 13' century BCE, Egypt had lost control of much of its 
temtory and the Hittites disputed its control over Syria. Ramses II of Egypt (1379-12 12) began a 
campaign of reconquest at the beginaing of his reign, but was soon defeated at the battle of 
Qadesh in 1274 by the Hittites. in 1259 a peace treaty was signed with Hatusilis [II, part of which 



was used to conclude codicts. Given the importance of the concept of strategic 

stability to Cold War arms control, it is worth noting that stability bas been 

defined by Schelling and Halperin as the establishment of disincentives, which 

outweigh the incentives for going to war?' Arrns control theory attempts to 

facilitate this stability by reducing, if not eliminating, any potential advantages 

that mi& accrue fiom a surprise attack capability or the creation of a general 

strategic advantage.' ' 
The endemic nature of warfare and the simplicity o f  military technology 

provided both political and practical reasons for the marginal importance of amis 

control in the ancient ~ o r l d ? ~  Thus, most arms control agreements pnor to the 

Middle Ages took one of two fonns, either an agreement used to conclude 

contlict, or an agreement intended to decrease the likelihood of having to go to 

war. Croft concludes that amis  control was developed to serve two purposes in 

the ancient world: the establishment of a new balance of power at the conclusion 

of a codict, and to create or perpetuate stable political relatiod3 

The second sigiificant period in the development of anns control 

exarnined by Crofi occurred in Medieval Europe. During the Middle Ages in 

Europe, intrastate violence, both legal and illegal predominated, as did conflict 

between diverse cultural and ethnic groups. The period was characterized by a 

debate over secularization, which resulted in an effort to limit the amount of 

established a buffer zone between the Hittite and Egyptian empires in the Levant. L. De Blois, 
and R.I. Van Der Spek, An Introduction to the Ancient Worid, (London: Routledge, 1997)- 30. 
30 Schelling and Halperin, p. 12 

lbid., 50. 
32 Cm& 22. 
33 [bid., 22. 



violence that couid be perpetrated withia war? This was accomplished through 

the establishment of restrictions pertaining to the justification for going to war and 

the conduct of combatants within war. Three main categories for the limitation of 

war through the development of noms of behaviour exist: the prohibition of 

certain weapons in order to limit the destnictiveness of war; the establishment of 

rules regarding non-combatants; and the definition of geographic areas where war 

was prohibited.)s 

As Croft suggests, the most significant application of arms control in 

limiting violence within war was its role in designating the legitimacy of certain 

targets? He goes on to add that the control of weapons per se was only a limited 

factor in the development of amis control during the Middle Ages. Instead, 

emphasis was placed on controlling how those arms were used in war. For CroR 

this represents a widening of the concept of arms control in so far as it was 

applied to the problem of limiting the destnictiveness of war in a new way. 

Therefore. he identifies the emergence of a third objective of amis control during 

this period: the development of a more orderly state of aiTain based on accepted 

and established norms of behaviour. 

The third period exarnined by Croft extended fiorn the origin of the 

modem nation state period to the end of World War One. During this lengthy 

p&od the emphasis of arms control remained on limiting the scope of violence 

Y Crofi notes that the emphasis on establishing norms o f  accepted behaviour began with a 
perceived need to estabIish rules that would protect ecclesiastical lands h m  the effects o f  war, p. 
50. 
35 Ibid.. 47. 

Croft cites the Second Lateran Council of 1 139, which prohibited the use of  the cross-bow 
against Christians, but allowed for its use on non-Chnstians as an example o f  how arms control 



and creating noms of behaviour in war. States once again Eried to establish 

b d e r  zones. or strategically neutrai areas, which were designed to promote 

stability between potentid adversaries. In addition to the establishment of buffet 

zones thefiodus inaequum, or unequal terms of settlement, were also used to 

reduce the risks of war. As Crofi points out, this period witnessed the 

consolidation of the three purposes of amis control developed in the previous 

periods?7 This, he suggests, is associated with the emergence of the 

predominance of the nation state in international relations, the technological 

development of arms, and a continued emphasis on the d e s  of war. These 

elements worked together to ensure the continued role of arms control in 

establishing a new balance of power at the end of a contlict, the development and 

perpetuation of stability between States, and the establishment of international 

noms of behaviour in warfare. 

The fourth era exarnined by CroA was that of the inter-war period. The 

most significant development of arms control during this period was the 

introduction of the process of deepening in arms contro1.3~ This process can be 

seen in the comection of ams control with efforts to end codict. in the 

application of arms control to the creation and strengthening of strategic stability 

without having to endure the aftemath of war, and also in the renewed emphasis 

in further developing the rules of war and the creation of general world order. 

was used to limit violence within war be esîabl ishing guidelines for the legitimacy of targets, 
Croft, 23-24, 
37 Ibid., 24-26. 
3vbid., 26. 



in addition to the pmcess of deepening, this period also witwssed a 

m e r  widening in arms control. M e r  the conclusion of World War One most 

states felt that something bad to be done to reduce the cisk of war and the 

extremely hi& cost associated with it. Consequently, the practice of arms control 

was widened to encompass efforts at non-proliferation. This was a response to 

the view that weapons were generally destabilizing and represented an inherent 

impediment to the peaceful conduct of international relationdg Crofi notes that 

prior to the twentieth centwy, proliferation control was focused intemally, to 

protect the state against rebels, but that the inter-war penod introduced the idea 

that arms control could lead to global peace and that therefore proliferation 

control ought to be directed against other statedO A final area into which arms 

control widened between the two World Wars was in the area of "arms control by 

international agency." According to Croft, this novel approach to arms control 

iirst appeared under the mandate of article 8 of the League of ~ations! 

Thus. the fourth period of arms control developrnent studied by Croft 

combined the three previous characteristics of arms control with two new ones: 

39~hree kinds of proliferatbn control are identitied: defensive control, intended to keep an enemy 
from acquiring weapons; control for the enhancement of global stability; and finally, control for 
the purpose of l imit ing the violence and danger of war, Cro ft, 5 1 ; CroA also acknow ledges chat 
non-proliferation was nota novel idea in the inter-war period and that it can be traced at least as 
far back as the Third Lateran Cowicil of 1 179, which prohibited the sale of arms to Saracens, 
however, he also suggests that until the twentieth century, arms control placed very little emphasis 
on non-proliferation, p. 26 

Ibid., 52; Interestingly, one can set the expansion of this globalist approach in the 1 WOs, aller 
the introduction of nudear weapons to the strategic equation. The global implications for arrns 
control were once again illustrated with the establishment of the Missile Technology Control 
Regime in the 1980s, which sought to Iimit the capabilities of states to launch missile attacb 
anywhere on the phnet. 
" Artick 8 gave the Council of the League ofNations some authority in detemining the level of 
armament for states. Permission h m  the counci1 was required to exceed these limits. Cmfi also 
notes that the only reference to arms contml in the UN Charter is in Article 26, which states that 



proliferation c o n d  and international agency. The deepening that occurred 

during this period refers to three developrnents in the approach that was taken to 

arms ~ontrol?~ First, they began to dernonstrate a higher degree of specificity. 

Second, the importance of the incorporation of some sort of verification 

mechanism was beginning to be realized. Third, agreements were less fiequently 

drawn up as short tenn or ad hoc methods of managing inter state relations. 

Instead, m s  control agreements began to take on the characteristics of enduring 

regimes that were intended to continue over time. These developments 

effectively ushered in a period where, increasingly, it was believed that arms 

control could be an effective means of managing political dificulties. 

The fifth and final historical period in the development of amis control 

examined by Croft is that of the Cold War. As Croft suggests, the development of 

arms control during this period was structured around the theory and policy of 

nuclear deterrence.13 Crofi has identified seven assumptions that arms control and 

deterrence theorists relied on to form the tiamework of this structure. They were 

bi-polar nuclear dominance. süategic parity. competition/rivaJry between the 

superpowers, rational aversion to the use of nuclear weapons, emphasis on the 

avoidance of al1 armed conflict due to the fear of escalation, strate& advantage in 

the offensive use of nuclear weapons, and findly, the danger of the miscalculation 

of threats due to the competitive re~at ionshi~.~ 

the Security Council and Military Staff Cornmittee will formulate plans to be submitted to 
member States "for the establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments". p. 55. 
" CmA also ackwwledges that, while the deepening process is quite apparent in the first three 
forms of arms control, it did not apply to the newly introduced efforts ar proliferation control or 
arms control by international agency, Croft, 32. 
" ibid., 23. 
41 Cbid., 33. 



The effect of this unique international security coatext was that it appeared 

to establish the need for dialogue between the principles as well as a role for arms 

control as a mechanism for ensuring that neither party wouid perceive strategic 

advantage in launching a preemptive first strike. The Cold War nuclear debate 

can be characterized then by the need to balance a dernonstration of the political 

will necessary to maintain the credibility of deterrent threats, with the political 

reassurance of the desire to preserve peace. The latter need was facilitated by 

arms control, which was a mechanism by which States could demonstrate their 

good faith in their desire for peaceful relations. 

The fint of five sub-periods in the development of anns coatrol during the 

Cold War lasted until the end of the 1950s. During this period "the political 

debate was fonned by notions of general and cornplete disarmament mainly of 

nuclear weap~ns.'~" Garnett has attributed the periodic ernphasis on disarmament 

on the misguided assumption that a direct linear relationship exists between amis 

racing, or the general procurement of weapons, and the likelihood of the 

occurrence of war. He has aiso argued that, just as disarmament could not be 

implemented effectively in the inter-war period, it could not play a constructive 

role in the management of Cold War strategic relations? 

The unrealistic goals of total and complete disannament that were 

predominant during this period paralleled the crude and unrealistic threat of 

massive retaliation proposed by the Eisenhower administration. Just as deterrence 

theory was later refuied and a distinction was made between massive retaliation 

JS Ibid., 34-35. 
" Gamett, 187. 



and graduated respome, so a distinction must also be made between arms control 

and disamiarnent~' Gamett de h e s  arms control as an activity that is less 

ambitious than disannament, even as it is considered in Article Eight of the 

League of Nations, which calls for disarmament to the "lowest point consistent 

with national ~ d e t ~ . ' ~ '  For Garnett, anns control "merely implies cooperation 

between potential enemies to establish qualities and quantities of weapons likely 

to reduce both the chances and ferocity of war, and to control the development, 

deployment and use of weapons dong mutually acceptable line~.''~ Thus 

Garnett's interpretation of the definition of arms control would fall under a 

somewhat broader category than one in which arms control is dehed as the 

limitation or reduction of wenpons per se." 

Two assumptions about the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship were 

fundamental to the earliest period in Cold War a m ~ s  control theory. The first was 

that m s  control agreements could be used to reduce the incentive for one side to 

anempt a first strike. The problem with arms control during this period was that 

there was an apparent discomection between arms control as theory and arms 

control as practice. As Crofi suggests, the Baruch pian of 1946, which called for 

the establishment of the International Atomic Development Authority, was not 

sufEciently deep, in that it failed to provide for an effective verification 

47 Schelling and Halperin, 2-3. 
48 Ganiett, 191. 
49 This notion was weil established by Schelling and Halperin, 2; see also, Garnett, 19 1 ; Gray, 6.  
50 In fact Ganiett argues that ams control should focus on alleviating political tension rather than 
eliminating anns for the sake of eliminating arms. This perspective stems fiom the fiindamental 
beIief that the cause of conflict and arms racing lies at a deeper level than at the simple existence 
of weapons, p. 206. 



mechanism." Without such a mechanism the theory of arms control, based on the 

assumptions of mutual desire for war avoidance and the ability to reduce the 

incentive for f h t  strike, could not be reaiized in pra~tice.'2 The second of these 

was that a mutual desire for the avoidance of nucIear war existed. This is a 

bdamental element of Schelling and H a l p e ~ ' s  classic Strategy and Arms 

Control, which established the fact that, during the Cold War, military force was 

usehl only for purposes of deterrence.j3 The implausibility of both total 

dismarnent and of the deterrent threat articulated by the Eisenhower 

administration led to the next period in the development of both arms control and 

deterrence theory . 

The penod of "pure" m s  contml, which lasted fiom the late 1950s until 

approximately 1972, established a much closer relationship between the theory 

and practice of arms control. During this period, arms control theory was based 

on an interpretation of the strategic context, which led to the belief that strategic 

stability for the purpose of war avoidance and a relative degree of "safety" during 

war could be achieved by reducing the number weapons on both sides." 

However, it was also acknowledged that, below a certain threshold, arms 

reductions could actually increase the fears and temptations that could lead to 

war. Thecefore, the goal of nuclear arms control was the maintenance of stniiegic 

stability between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., as opposed to general strategic 

disarmament. For this reason the decision was made in the 1960s to allow the 

Si Croti, 35. 
5' Garnett, 208-209. 
" Schelling and Halperin, 1. 
" CroR 35-36. 



Soviets to build their nuclear stockpile to a level which approached parity with the 

Arnerican stockpile. This particular concept of the utility of arms control was 

based not on a threat of massive retaliation, but on the deterrent concept of 

assured destruction, and promoting the conditions of W. 

As part of the SALT I agreement, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 

1972 is perhaps the most important example of how arms control and deterrence 

functioned together to preserve strategic stability during the Cold War. It has been 

widely asserted that the ABM Treaty helped to preserve MAD by making it 

possible for both sides to retain a second strike capability? Three aspects of 

anns control efforts during this period were deemed to have a particularly 

stabilizing effect. The first of these was the fact that no limitation was placed on 

the development of the Soviet strategic arsenal during the 1960s. Of course, it is 

also possible that the Soviets simply would not have agreed to a substantial arms 

control seulement before they had achieved some sernblance of parity. 

Regardless, this enabled the Soviets to attain a level of strategic parity with the 

U.S. The second was the fact that no limitations were set on the development of 

new technologies such as Sea Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs) and Multiple 

Independently Targeted Reentry Vehicles (MIRVs), which were deemed to be 

stabilizing at the tirne. Finally, the agreement between the superpowers of the 

required levels of strategic capability that would guarantee a second strike 

capability for both parties helped to ensure that the strategic balance required for 

MAD was met and maintained. Above al1 else, it is clear that during this pend, 

a n s  control was not about the reduction of armed forces pcr se, but about the 



control of the procurement, deployment, and disposition of armed forces in such a 

way that strategic stability could be maintained. 

The third period in the development of acms control during the Cold War 

extended fiom approximately 1972 to the early 1980s. This p e n d  coincides with 

the period of détente in US.-Soviet relations. With the apparent realization of 

strategic stability achieved in the previous era of Cold War anns control and 

tàcilitated by the SALT 1 agreement and the ABM Treaty, a new emphasis was 

placed on proliferation control and on the establishment of noms of behaviour. 

This new emphasis deviated somewhat fiom the original purpose of the SALT 1 

agreement, which was to support strategic stability and the deterrent condition of 

MAD rather than the limitation or reduction of weapons as an end in and of 

itself? However, this emphasis created a new disjuncture between the theory and 

practice of arms control. Just as was the case in the inter-war period, m s  control 

carne to be dominated by idedistic goals that clouded an accurate understanding 

of its utility, and therefore irnpeded its useful application in the management of 

conflict. 

According to CroR the unity between the theory and practice of arms 

control was compromised during the 1970s in two ways." First, the scope of 

amis control was broadened beyond the strategic question of ensuring a second 

strike capability. Instead, heightened emphasis was placed on controlling the 

proliferation of chernical and biological weapons, conventional weapons, and the 

" Camett, 2 14. " Lawrence Martin, ''The Role of Military Force in the Nuclear Age*, in Strate~jc Thoueht in the 
Nuclear Age, Lawrence Martin, Ed. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1979), 6; sec 
also Garnett, 189. 



arms trade at large. As Croft suggests, the focus on nuclear amis control was 

somewhat blunted as proliferation control was widened into other areas. The 

second way in which the unity of the theory and practice of amis  control was 

compromised was that arms control was seen as being synonymous with détente. 

Within the context of détente, the value of amis control regimes was 

publicly and politically debated. Crofi asserts that the above two factors, which 

contributed to the breakdown in the unity of the theory and practice of anns 

control. were enabled by the inevitable widening of the public discussion of the 

m s  control debate and the fact that the previous arms control agenda had been 

satisfied by the early 1970s. In other words. amis  control, like Alexander the 

Great, had run out of wars to conquer. Rather than k i n g  satisfied with 

maintaining the strategic stability it had helped to achieve, '?heoristsW tried to 

apply arms control to the broader and more ambiguous questions of international 

security. Theorists during this period mistakenly believed that the anns control 

theory of the 1960s was less relevant to the strategic environment of the 1970s. In 

fact. while détente meant that political tensions between East and West had eased 

somewhat. the strategic environment still relied on the utility of arms control and 

detemence for the prevention of war. 

The shifi in the emphasis on arms control is evident in the SALT 11 

negotiations and t r ea~~ . '~  Whereas SALT I was concemed with parity and the 

support of Mutual Assured Destruction, SALT II lacked a focused end state. 

'' CroR 37. 
" Gray maintains a sirnilar positionT arguing that, with the exception of the continued application 
of the ABM TreatyT SALT il and START were ineffective in part because they were so 
am biguous, 1 25- 1 26, 



Rather than king focused on the specific question of strategic stability, amis 

control grew to be concerned with the more general problems of "world order and 

proliferation control." 59 The resdt was a decrease in the overall level of strategic 

stability duriag this period due to a lack of specific emphasis on strategic/conflict 

stability over the establishment of arms controls for their own sake." The 

emphasis during this penod shifted fiom the management of codict to the 

management of weapons. An association can clearly be made between this loss of 

focus in m s  control and a trend that Hedley Bull has identified as originating as 

early as the 1960s that considered that the utility of force was in the dec~ine.~' 

With the continued détente in the mid to late 1970s theorists assumed that the 

superpower conflict had subsided to a level that did not require special attention 

so they shilled their focus. 

However, when relations between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. deteriorated in 

the early 1980s it became clear that the abundance of nuclear weapons, 

particularly in their MIRV and SLBM forms, represented a threat to stable 

relations between the two countries." This perceived instability was based on the 

- 

'9 CroR 38-39. 
Although START II was intended to reduce the total number of warheads by S0%, the counting 

rules vis MIRV technology meant that while the total number of missiles was reduced the number 
of warheads actually increased, Croft, 7 1. 
6 1 Hedley Bull, "Force in International Relations: The Experience of the 1970s and Prospects for 
the 1980s" in New Directions in Strateaic Thinking, Robert O'Neill and D. M. Homer, Eds. 
(London: George Allen and Unwin, 198 l), 17; see also, W.F. Biddle, Weamn Technoloav and 
Arms Control, (New York: Praeger Publistiers, 1972), 308. 
" Gamett suggests that MIRV technology in particular was seen as particularly destabilipng 
during this pehd  becaw of the significant counter force capability that it provided to the 
Soviets. He goes on to argue that as the deterrent balance of temr detenorates a balance of power 
may emerge, which can be consistent with conditions h t  are favourable for preemptive action, 
189, 197. J. Owen Zurhelten Ir, notes that the pace of Soviet armament in the 1970s continued 
even after parity had been achieveâ, thus threatening strategic stability; see Zurhellen, "Arms 
Control: The Record of the 1970s and the Outlook for the 1980s" in New Ditections in Süateeic 
Thinking, R o h  O'Neill and D.M. Homer, Eds. (London: George Allen and Unwin, 198 l), 246. 



realization that the increase in the number of warheads facilitated by MIRV 

technology was not in accord with the concept of strategic parity, which was 

essentiai to the conditions of MAD." It can be argwd that the development of 

the concept of the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) by the Reagan administration 

was a response to the perceived instability in the strategic balance, both as a result 

of the Soviet counterforce capability and the tremendous Soviet advantage Ui 

conventional forces deployed in ~ u n > p e . ~  

By the 1980s, which represents the fourth period in the development of 

arms control during thc Cold 'Wu, the theory of arms control was virtually lost 

and arms control had become highly politicized. For Cro A. the period is marked 

by a failure to identifi a strategic logic for arms contr01.~~ As a result of this 

fai lue. no arms control negotiations were active1 y under negotiation between the 

superpowers between 1983 and 1985. 

The tifth and final period of arms control development in the Cold War 

examined by Cr& occurred in the mid to late 1980s. This period is most clearly 

characterized by the efforts of Gorbachev and the Soviet reformists to find a way 

out of the Cold War for the Soviet in an effort to achieve this. arms 

control was further broadened so that it could be used as a means of difising 

63 CroR 38. 
6) Gray, 51. 
"Croft, 38. 
66 This position is supported by Crott, who suggests that one can clearly see the "balanced 
agreement" approach to arms control for the purposes of the conclusion of conflict, as opposed to 
total disarmament and thejéodus inaequum, which were never on the negotiating table, 69. One 
could also m e ,  as Croft does, that the perceived threat that SDI represented to the ABM Tteaty 
by the Soviets, provided a substantial incentive for the revival of arms control near the end of the 
Cold War, 72-73, 



political tensions and creating the diplornatic space required for both sides to 

engage each other cooperatively. 

For CroR then, anns control agreements at the end of the Cold War 

resemble very closely those agreements that conform to the fourth mode1 of arms 

control agreements that occur at the end of major conflicts insofm as they were 

not geared towards the uneven disarmament of one of the parties.67 The victory 

of the U.S. and its allies in the Cold War, while decisive, was simply not so 

overwhelming, nor was it of a nature that they could dictate ternis of settlement to 

Russia and the former Soviet Republics. However, perhaps the most important 

insight that can be taken fiom Croft's analysis is that throughout the Cold War 

arms control was faced with the challenge of keeping up with both subtle and 

oven changes in the international security context." It should corne as no 

surprise then, that m s  control is faced with the same challenges in the post-Cold 

To summarize Croft's analysis, the most signifcant contribution of arms 

control to international secunty during the Cold War derived from a deepening of 

the concept of arms control, which occurred in three wayd9 Fust, greater 

emphasis was placed on the level of detail provided in amis control agreements. 

Crofi sites the interim Agreement on Offensive Amis, the ABM Treaty and the 

use of attached statements and understandings in the SALT agreements as 

examples of the deepening of arms control during the Cold War. Zurhellen has 

noted that the significance of the ABM Treaty is that it defines the basis of 

- - .. 

67 Ibid., 87. 
68 Aron, 229. 



deterrence in anns contml and establishes it in policy.70 Hz also notes that in 

practice these developments still f ~ l e d  to contribute a signifiant level of clarity 

and undersiadhg in the communication of intentions between States, though they 

did represent a step forward. Second, the concept of verification became much 

more important during the Cold War. This phenomenon emerged d e r  the 1963 

Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, which contained vimially no provisions For 

verification. CroR cites the SALT 1 agreement and its various elements as a 

watershed in the introduction of practicable verification rneas~res.~' The third 

contribution was the establishment of arxns control regimes in the international 

system. Prior to the Cold War, arms control agreements tended to be short-term 

arrangements with short-term goals. During the Cold War, however, the need 

emerged to establish more robust, longer-tenn arms control regimes that could 

help to establish and maintain strategic stability. 

Post-Cold War  Arms Control 

Gray argues that the collapse of the Cold War in December 199 1 

significantly undermined the utility of the START regime as the new political 

situation marginalized the significance of offensive redu~tions.~~ Negotiations for 

the START 1 agreement began in 1982, however, poor relations forced a break in 

negotiations between 1983 and 1985. The treaty was finally signed on July 3 1, 

199 1. For Croft, the incompatibility between the START regime and the new 

security context of the post-Cold War era becarne apparent when a series of 

* Cmft, 39. 
'O Zurhellen, 248-249. 

CroA. 40. 
Gray, 127; Cm& 88. 



unilateral disannament gestures were made by the U.S. and Russia in the fa11 of 

1991. The problem with these unilaterd gestures was that the speed of the 

disarmament process and the speed at which amis control agreements widened 

into new areas outstripped the speed of implementation and the establishment of 

practical verification measures. In other words, the agreements that ended the 

Cold War happened so quickiy that they could not possibly be deep enough to 

play a rneaningfid role in the management of strategic relations between the U.S. 

and ~ u s s i a . ~ ~  According to CroR "arms control activities have always reflected 

the noms and concems of the international political system <if the ti~ne."'~ The 

result of this incompatibility between Cold War anns control agreements and the 

pst-Cold War strategic and political environment was that the SALT II and 

Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) agreements failed to define a new set of 

inter-state relations as arms control agreements tmditionally have been used to do 

at the end of major conflicts. This fact has had a lot to do with the ambiguity over 

the nature and character of the international strategic environment since 199 1. 

This very fact demands that the role of arms control in the management of 

contlict in the current security context be reassessed. Amis control negotiations 

and other diplomatic processes can be seen as the combative means of the Cold 

~ a r . "  Brodie makes this point particularly clear when he writes: 

73 Ibid., 77-79. 
74 Ibid.. 20. see also 48. 
75 Bull ha hcnowledged that concepts such as detemence, crisis management, [United war, 
insurgency, and amis conml are al1 '...variations on Clausewitz's theme of the need to 
subordinate war to the political object", Hedley Bull, "Conclusions: Of Means and Ends" in New 
Directions in Strateaic Thinking, Robert O'Neill and D. M. Horner, Eds. (London: George Allen 
and Unwin, 198 l), 280. 



Thus far the chief purpose of our rnilitary establishment has 
been to win wars. From now on its chief purpose must be 
to avert them. It cm have almost no other useful purpose? 

However, such is no longer wcessarily the case. Instead, states need to be 

prepared to engage in armed confiict when such action is necessary?' Now that 

the Cold War is over, m s  control ought not to be perceived as a combative 

means in the management of conflict, but rather as an ancillary means of 

managing conflict. 

This position is supported by Crofi, who argues that, as is the case with the 

conclusion of most major conflicts, the end of the Cold War is marked by the 

overthrow of a pattern of relations among great powers, and the establishment of a 

new framework for relations between  tat tes.^' The task for arms control theorists 

today is to determine the character of conflict in the pst-Cold War world and 

then develop a means of applying arms control to that system in a manner that is 

consistent with the goals of arms control theory. As CroA suggests, there are 

many forms of arms control out there. but they are not al1 equally useful in the 

maintenance of international s e c ~ r i t ~ . ~ ~  

It would .be a rnistake to assume, however, that the argument is made, 

either by Crofi or in this thesis, that there is nor role for amis  control in the 

'' Bernard Brodie, The Absolute Weapn, (New York: Harcourt Brace and Co., 1946), 76; 
Simiiarly Col in Gray argues that a certain amount of overiap existed between arms conml and 
national military policy during the Cold War, because both were concerned with the prevention of 
nuclear war through deterrence, 8-9. See also, Schelling and Halperin, 4 6 ,  142. 

This position is supported by John Ravenhill, who bas acknowldged that advanced industrial 
states simply cm not afford to ignore crises that are occwruig in the periphery, "The New 
Disorder in the Periphery" in The Post-Cold War Order: Diamoses and Proenoses, (St. Leonards, 
Australia: Allen and Unwin, 1993), 79. 
78 CroR 68; It is worth noting here however, that while Croft's point is well taken, he fails to 
explicitly define how the CFE and SALT 11 Treaties contribute to the creation of new relationships 
in the Post Cold War era. 

lbid, 205. 



management of strategic relations in the pst-Cold War era. At least four 

examples of postSold War arms control agreements exist that demonstrate 

varying degrees of depth, and have contnbuted to crisis andor arms race 

stability?' 

Perhaps the biggest shortcoming of the various analyses of arms control in 

the pst-Cold W u  era has to do with the failure to recognize that arms control has 

once again widened into a new ares.*' It has aiready been noted that, accordhg to 

Garnett, the notions of cooperation and agreement have k e n  fundamental to arms 

control theory since its inception. This is not a unique perspective. In fact, al1 

arms control theorists from both the Cold War and pst-Cold Was periods have 

retained this assumption." In the post-Cold War security context, however, the 

notion of cooperative m s  control has to be reconciled with the imposition of 

non-proliferation regimes against States such as Iraq, among others, and the use of 

armed force to enforce those regimes. The importance of making this recognition 

is paramount as the misapplication of axms control and disarmament in the 

management of conflict can lead to a heightened state of insecurity in the 

intemationai system rather than greater security." Schelling has correctly 

The four agreements sited by Crofl are: The Indian-Pakistani Agreement on the Prohibition of 
Attack Against Nuclear Facil ities and Installations, The Hungary-Romania Open Skies 
Agreement, The Argentine-Brazilian Joint Dechration on Nuclear Policy, and ïhe  START II 
Treaty, Croft, 9 1 - 1 1 1. The continued development of Confidence and Sec* Building Measures 
(CSBM's) associated pnmariIy with the 1992 Open Skies Treaty, the 1992 CFE IA Agreement, 
and the Vienna Documents of the CSCE, are some other examples of the utility of arms control on 
the Post Cold Wu world, 1 17- 133. 
" Interestingly, Cmfi asserts fhat arms conid will continue to widen and that it will continue to 
play a useful role in the management of conflict. Unfortunately, he neither explains how it will 
widen nor what its role will be, 208-209. 
82 Ibid, 209; Biddle, 9. 

Garneît, 192. 



observed that armed intervention between and among great powers is unlikely." 

This was particularly tnie during the Cold War when such an action could have 

led to a full-scale nuclear exchange. However, in the cunent context, some 

smaller powea have determined that it is in their interest to acquire and in some 

cases use amis?' Where such action may pose a threat to international stability 

and security it is necessary to take deterrent and preventative measures. It is also 

necessary to consider the possibility that interna1 instability within a great power 

state. or a nuclear-armed state also has the potential to threaten international 

security . 

It is clear that in the post-Cold War era the use of international 

organizations as an agent of arms control and non-proiiferation has in fact 

broadened somewhat, so that the use of force by states. typically in accordance 

with the UN Charter and a LM mandate, can be considered a viable and legitirnate 

tom of arrns control. This fact raises the issue of the narrow versus the broad 

interpretation of arms control. 

The issue of the distinction between the nanow and broad interpretations 

of arms control is raised by Gray, who argues that the narrow interpretation 

emphasizes the importance of the negotiating process whereas the broad 

interpretation accepts virtually any activity that is concemed with the 

" Schelling, Arms and Influence, 253. 
85 Kenneth Waltz has argued that the proliferation of nuclear weapons could only contribute to 
international security as lesser states could not possess the strategic capability necessary to disnipt 
the nuclear equilibrium; Scott Sagan, and Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weawns: A 
Debate, (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1%5), 42-45, Scott Sagan points out that the 
biggest difficuity with concept of proliferation as a means of prornoting sec* is that the risk of 
the emergence of a preventative war during the ûansitionary or procurement stage of proliferation 
is significant, 56. 



management or use of weapons as arms contr01.'~ In other words, the narrow 

interpretation is one that adheres to a fairly literal reading of amis control 

agreements that are reached through the negotiation process. By contrast, the 

broad interpretation of arms control is one that emphasizes the control or 

management of armarnents in order to ensure that they contribute to the 

prevention of war. This distinction will become significant later when the issue of 

missile defence deployment and the ABM Treaty is considered. 

In the pst-Cold War era anns control is no longer strictly about 

agreements, but rather it is about the confrol of arms, with an emphasis on the 

ends rather than the means of m s  control. By taking the narrow interpretation of 

arms control, one would argue that, as a negotiated agreement between two States, 

the ABM Treaty is a useful tool in the prevention of war between the U.S. and 

Russia. and so rnust be strictly observed. However, a broad interpretation of amis 

control would lead one to question the continued utility of the Treaty in the pst- 

Cold War security context. As Martin has suggested, the fact that the 

employment of armed force is only usehl to a degree does not mean that it can 

not, or should not be used." It is generally agreed that it is extremely dificult, if 

not impossible, for a non-proliferation regime to be totally 

86 Gray, 8-9. 
87 Lawrence Martin argues that "Because beliefs both popular and expert about the utility and 
moral acceptability of force condition the ways in which it is maintained and wielded, the debate 
about its usefiihess is itseif an important element in the balance of power", 1. 

Garnett, 215; Gray, 9; Gray also sites the historïcid example of lapan and Gennany in 1933, 
both of which were parties to arms contrd regimes at the the,  neither of which were prevented 
h m  acquiring arms when the perceived need mse, 188. 



Gray bas suggested that the irnpracticability of amis control can be 

attributed to five paradoxes of arms control theory.8' The first and most 

significant of these flaws is the paradox that the need to prevent war suggests that 

one is imminent, and that therefore the resort to m s  control is counterintuitive. 

On the other hand, Gray argues that when arrns control is a sensible option it is 

likely to be irrelevant because war would not be imminent. This derives fiom the 

basic assumption that no direct correlation exists between the existence of 

weapons and the occurrence of war?' The problem for Gray is that arms control 

fails to address the political issues that are the motivating factors for war! As an 

example of how this paradox reveals itself, Gray suggests that the Strategic Arms 

Reduction Talks could never have been possible during the Cold War. 

Interestingly, one cm see logical similarities between this and the above- 

mentioned paradox of deterrence theory, which essentially is that the threat of the 

use of weapons will prevent their use. 

The second paradox is that, according to arms control theory, the potential 

for war triggers efforts to facilitate cooperation and peace through amis control. 

This, of course, assumes that both sides have a desire to cooperate with each 

other: a strange phenornenon that could only be counted on during the Cold War. 

Barring this desire to cooperate war would seem to be pretty much inevitable, thus 

rendering the effects of amis control irrelevant. 

" Ibid, 17-22. 
PO Ibid.. 6. Henry Bienen adopts a similar argument when he writes that military power does not 
necessarily equate with political influence, "Amerka: The Firsters, The Decliners, and the 
Searchers for a New Amencan Foreign Policy" in The Post-Cold War: Diamoses and Promoses, 
Richard Leaver and James L. Richardson, Eds. (St. Leonards, Australia: Allen and Unwin, 1993), 
166. See also, James L. Payne, Why Nations Am, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989), 23 1 .  
91 Ibid., 184. 



The third paradox identified by Gray is that f o d i z e d  arms control 

negotiations can threaten attempts at peacefbl coexistence by politicking 

military-technical issues. Gray wams that in such a circumstance, the possibility 

exists that anns control may become an end in and of itself. The danger of 

course, is that by politicizing issues that are peripheral to diplornatic relations, 

arms control may generate additional sets of problems on which states can 

disagree. It is interesting, of course, that this is the criticism leveled against arms 

control during the 1970s by Croft. One could argue that the ABM Treaty 

politicized a technological capability that, in practice, could not possibly have 

posed a credible threat to the offensive capability of either the U.S. or U.S.S.R. In 

doing so a fierce debate was initiated that continued in the form of the SDI debate 

in the 1980s and has persisted as the Ballistic Missile Defence (BMD) debate in 

the 1990s, with no sign that a satisfactory bilateral resolution to the problem will 

emerge in the near future. 

The fourth problem with amis control theory is the risk that arms control 

may corne to be seen as sort of a panacea for international peace and security. 

Gray wams that such a view of amis  control would be no more usefid than the 

hawkish belief that a robust military capability represents a cure-al1 answer to the 

world's problems. One codd argue that Gray is splitting hairs to a certain extent 

here, as this problem relates to the previously mentioned concem that amis 

control could become an end in and of itself. 

The f d  problem with amis control theory identified by Gray is that it is 

partially dependent on the arms race paradox; a concept that he suggests is 



derived fiom gaine theory. According to Gray, the problem is that arms control 

uitimately wili be undemlined by the fear of the potential Milnerability that may 

result fkom undateral restraint in the procurement and deployment of armed forces 

that exists between competing states. 

It seems to be clear that if proliferation control is going to have any chance 

of making a meaninal contribution to the maintenance of international secwity, 

it must be generally acknowledged that the concept of arms control has to widen 

to include the employrnent of armed force in specific circurnstances in order to 

prevent or impede the proliferation of weapons to states that might later represent 

a threat to the general order within the international system. Gray's assessrnent 

that Germany represented a threat in 19 14 and 1938/39 was not due to its 

possession of arms, but rather because it pursued a policy of the employrnent of 

those arms against its neighbours is ~ o r n ~ e l l i n ~ . ~ ~  

It is important to realize that Gray's argument is not that there is no role or 

utility for arms control. He only suggests that arms control must adjust to a 

changing political realityp3 One could argue that in his assertion that no 

correlation exists between weapons and the cause of war, Gray has adopted 

somewhat of an oversimplified understanding of the complexity of the causative 

factors that contri bute to the decision to engage an adversary militarily, though his 

point that weapons should not be considered as an absolute causative factor is 

well taken. Schelling and Halperin have suggested that, 

92 Ibid., 64. 
PJ Ibid., 227-233. 



the size and characier of military forces are an important 
determinant of national fears and anxieties, and of the 
rnilitary incentives of our potential enernie~.'~ 

While Gray argues that a well amed state with no belligerent intentions does not 

represent a threat to its neighbom, it is equally true that a potentially aggressive 

state that has been stnpped of its capacity to wage war also does not represent a 

particularl y grave threat to its neighbours security. It has already been established 

that the basis for Gray's argument that arms control can not succeed is the fact 

that States faced with the perceived need to arm will always find a way to do so. 

In light of the relatively nmow interpretation of m s  control to date this is a 

valid criticism. However, with the broadening of the concept of arms control in 

the pst-Cold War era to include punitive and preemptive counterforce military 

operations against transgressors of amis control regimes, a new pekd in which 

there is greater potential for the realization of the goals of arms control has 

emerged. 

Conclusion 

Although the Cold War provided a unique role for arms control to play, 

which in tuni helped to develop the theory and practice of arms control in a 

certain direction, it should not be assumed that the same role exists for arms 

control to play in the pst-Cold War era, at least not to the same extent. Crofi 

cites the work of Kahn in acknowledging that the utility of Cold War anns control 

was a fûnction of the cornmon interests between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. in the 

aversion of annihilation, an aversion to the high cost of amis production, and an 

94 Schelling and Halperin, 4; see a h ,  Eugene Carroll, "Nuclear Weapons and Deterrence" in 
Choice: Nuclear Weamns Versus SecuW, Gwyn Prim, Ed. (London: Chatto and Windus - The 



aversion to an accidental nuclear exchange caused by "lax operational practices 

for nuclear forces.'"' The role for arms control during the Cold War derived fiom 

a realization that East-West military relations rested on the paradoxical foundation 

of the tension between conflict and opposition versus a mutual interest in war 

avoidance. 

T h i s  paradoxical foundation is the key to understanding the post-Cold War 

security context, in which it is much more diflicult to establish the grounds of a 

mutual interest in war avoidance." This, of course, is due to the easing of 

tensions between the former Soviet Union and the United States and its allies. 

While recent events such as the NATO bornbings in Yugoslavia and some of the 

problems in implementing the KFOR peacekeeping mission demonstrate the fact 

that Russia does not exist in complete harmony with western interests and ideals, 

one would be hard pressed to argue that the level of tension generated by such 

incidents compares to the level of tensions during the Cold War. It seems that in 

the current context it is taken for granted that neither side intends to initiate a 

nuclear exchange without a very good reason, and that military involvement in the 

atTairs of neighbouring States does w t  q d i @  as a good reason, at least not as 

long as that involvement does not directly undermine the security of the nuclear 

princ i ples. 

In the absence of an international secdty context in which there is a 

firmiy established mutual disincentive to engage in armed conflict, it may be no 

Hogarth Press, 1984), 10. 
95 ibid., 34. 
% Charles W. Kegley Jr.. and Gregory A. Raymond, A Multiwlar Peace? Great-Power Politics in 
the Twenty-First Centucy, (New Y o k  St, Martin's Press, 1994), 5. 



longer entirely up to the U.S., Russia, or any other ïndustnalized states to choose 

whether or not they will engage in various levels of armed confîict. Certainiy the 

precedents set by the 1991 Gulf War as well as the 1995 and 1999 NATO air 

strikes in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo respectively indicate that advanced 

industrial states may be drawn into conflict whether they want to get invoived or 

not. 

One wonders then, why the leaders of such lesser developed states as Iraq 

and Yugoslavia are seemingly u n a d  and undeterred fiom taking aggressive 

action in support of their own interests. The answer is, quite simply, that the 

credibility of a deterrent threat is much more difficult to establish in the context of 

conventional m e d  conflict. A great deal of the dificulty in establishing 

deterrent credibility rnay be attributable to the dificulties associated with 

distinguishing between inter-state and intra-state conflict in the periphery, and 

with determining who should be held responsible for certain actionsO9' 

It is clearly inconceivable that any advanced industrial state would employ 

nuclear weapons in a confiict with a non-nuclear state, if not for moral reasons, 

then for fear of setting an unwelcome precedent. This, of course, is not to 

mention United Nations Security Council Resolution 225 and the provisions of 

the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which provide a guarantee of security for non- 

nuclear states against nuclear states. That means that states must rely on the 

threat of the use of conventionai forces to deter unwelcome activity on the part of 

other states. Unless the securîty of state "A" is directly threatened, it is extremely 

difficult to determine how far state "B" might expect to be able to "push the 



envelope" before soliciting a response fiom state "A." The apparent reluctance of 

states to commit to the use of force only compounds this problem. The failure of 

the Gulf War coalition to commit to the overthrow of Hussein's regime in Iraq, 

the failure of the U.S. to remain committed to operations in Somaiia, and the 

repeated failure of the U.S. and NATO to follow through on threats to use force in 

the Balkans do not meet one of the most important requirements of deterrence 

theory, which is to communicate the d l ,  as well as the capability and intent, to 

c a s ,  out a threat in response to a specified transgression. 

The implication of this broadening of the concept of arms control is that 

when traditional applications of arms control fail, states need to be prepared to 

engage transgressors and, if necessary, employ force to control the destabilizing 

proliferation or deployment of arms. While the prospect seems daunting, the 

consequences of failing to respond to this need may be more severe. As Hedley 

Bull said, "[ilt is better to recognize that we are in darkness than to pretend that 

we can see the ligWP8 Basically, Bull proposes that civilized values are 

becorning harder to maintain, but that it remains necessary to attempt to maintain 

Given the emphasis of twentieth century arms control regimes on the 

control of nuclear weapons, their components, and their delivery systems, it is 

only logical that an examination of the implications of the broadening of anns 

control for these issues be examined. As has already been mentioned, the most 

" Ravenhill, 74-75. 
9a Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Societv: A Study in Order in World Politics, (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1977), 308. 



contentious debate surrounding the application of military force to the question of 

nuclear security pertains to the limitations irnposed on missile defence capabilities 

by the 1972 AE3M Treaty. It is only logical that some consideration of the Treaty 

be given to ensure that it continues to promote international security in the p s t -  

Cold War era. Furthemore, it is important to realize that it may be necessary to 

revise the Treaty if it is to continue to contribute to security and stability in the 

pst-Cold War era.Iw 

" Bull, "Force in international Relations: The Experience of îhe 1970s and Prospects for the 
1980s", 33. 
Irn Gray, 2 18. 



Cba~ter Two 

The Ongins of the Anti-BaUistic Missile Tmty: 
Cold War Arms Control und Strategic Weapoms Development 

niroughout the Cold War the issue of the deployment of a missile defence 

system in the United States was extremely contentious. The debate revolved 

around the relationship between Secretary of Defence Robert McNamara's 

conceptualization of strategic stability and detenence, which rested on the 

concepts of assured destruction and mutual vulnerability. Those who were in 

favour of ballistic missile defence (BMD) deplo yment argued that the 

development of the Soviet strategic offensive capability would soon threaten the 

credibility of the Amencan retdiatory capability. Those who were opposed to 

deployment argued that the deployment of a BMD system in the U.S. would only 

cause the Soviets to intensify their production of strategic offensive arms in order 

to compensate. 

Labrie has argued that the development of defensive strategic technology 

such as missile defence systems, and the development of offensive strategic 

technology represented primarily by multiple independently-targeted re-entry 

vehicles (MIRVs) gave rise to the contending concepts of the strategy of the 

offensive and the strategy of the defensive in the management of the Cold War 

strategic relationship between the U.S. and the Soviet d ni on."' As noted earlier, 

Zurhellen suggests that the significance of the 1972 ABM Treaty is that it defines 

- - 

'O' S A  T Handhok: Key Documents and Issues 1972-1 979, Roger Labne, E d  (Washington, D.C.: 
American Enterprise lnstitute for Public Policy Research, t 979)- 5. 



the basis of deterrence iu arms control and establishes it in policy.102 That is to 

say that the ABM Treaty can be seen as an effort to grapple with the problems of 

technological innovation and the preservation of detenence through strategic 

stability. It is in this way that the ABM Treaty can be seen as defining the basis 

of detenence in arms control. Furthemore, as a binding agreement in 

international law with provisions for verification mechanisms, the ABM Treaty 

also estsblished the bais of deterrence in amis control in the national security 

policy of the United States and the Soviet Union. The question that this thesis 

explores, is whether or not the ABM Treaty ought to remain a binding agreement 

in international law, given that the current international political situation is so 

drastically different frorn the one in which the Treaty was drafied. 

This chapter examines specific issues surrounding the origins of the 1972 

Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. The period examined begins with the earliest 

conceptions of missile defence technology in the mid-1950s and ends with an 

analysis of the political implications of the 1972 AE3M Treaty. This analysis is 

intended to provide an understanding of the political issues surrounding the early 

development of missile defence capabilities and an appreciation of the influence 

of the strategic context of U.S.-Soviet relations throughout the period. in so 

doing, it demonstrates that arms control, in the fonn of the SALT negotiations and 

the ABM Treaty, sought to preserve the strategic balance between the U.S. and 

the U.S.S.R. This chapter also illustrates the fact that strategic stability is not 

'O2 Zurhellen. J. Owen Jt., "Arms Control: The Record of the 1970's and the Outlook for the 
1980's" in New Directions in Stratepic Thinking, Robert O'Neill and D.M. Horner, Eds. (London: 
George Allen and Unwin, 198 1), 248-249. 



based on the relative military value of strategic forces, but on the perceived 

poiitical-strategic value of those forces. 

The Eariv Years, 1944-1972 

The need for an ability to defend against incoming missiles was fist felt in 

1944 when the Germans launched their V-2 rockets against   ri tain."^ At the time 

technological limitations were such that no defence was possible. It would also 

seem reasonable to suggest that the limited threat posed by the V-2, and the 

subsequent end of World War Two, made the deplopent of missile defence 

technology seem like an unnecessary diversion of scarce resources at a time when 

Western governments were under pressure to rebuild civil infrastnictures and 

revive stniggling European economies. This perception changed with the 

emergence of inter-continental ballistic missile (ICBM) technology in the 1950s. 

The launch of Sputnik 1 by the Soviet Union on 4 October 1957 demonstrated the 

abiiity of the Soviet Union to produce rocket systems capable of delivering 

nuclear weapons to targets in the United States, thus posing a direct threat to U.S. 

national security. This represented the first move in the direction towards 

strategic parity between the Soviet Union and the United States as it meant that 

Amencan targets were as wlnerable to Soviet missiles as Soviet targets were to 

American missiles and long range bombers.lo4 

'O3 Benson D. Adams, Ballistic Missile ûefense, (New York: American Elsevier Publishing 
Company Inc., 197 1 ), 17. 
'" It should be noted that both the Soviet Union and the United States took part in the 
devetopment of ballistic missiles througtiout the 1950s. The primary hpetus for Soviet 
devetopment was the inability of their bomber force to pose a credible threat to the United states, 
T.A. Heppenheirner, Countdown: A History of Smce Fli~ht ,  (New York: John Wiley and Sons 
Inc., 1997), 60-6 1. 



Once the ability of Soviet missiles armed with nuclear warheads to reach 

the continental United States becarne a reality, efforts to develop a practicd 

defence against ballistic missiles were intensified.'OS The unique characteristic of 

ICBMs encouraged the intensification of research and development into a 

functional ballistic missile defence system. This characteristic was their ability to 

be launched, transit dong their bailistic flight path, and deliver their nuclear 

payload on target in under an hou. in addition to being a much faster way of 

delivering nuclear weapons to their targets than by conventional aircrafl, ICBMs 

also posed the problem of being much more dificult to intercept with surface to 

air missile (SAM) systems and jet fighters. The basic contribution of ICBMs to 

the strategic relationship between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. was that they 

dramatically increased the speed at which a major nuclear exchange could occur, 

and made defence against that attack much more dificult. 

In an effort to address the threat posed by the speed at which an ICBM 

attack could be effected, several means of attempting to deal with ICBMs were 

developed. In addition to missile defence, these means include the development of 

ad-satellite (ASAT) weapons, which could target satellites on which weapons 

systems were dependent; satellite surveillance systems to provide information on 

the enemy's activities; and various amis control agreements to limit the 

development of offensive and defensive nuclear technology. In this last group 

particular attention was given to technologies that operated, or in some way 

related to systems that operated, in space. 

'O5 Adams notes that work was begun on Nike-Zeus, the first Arnerican BMD system concept, in 
1956, only a few months before the first successful iCBM flight-test, 239. 



In addition to technological responses to developments in the increasingly 

complex strategic relationship between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, attempts at 

amis control were also used in an effort to enhance the stability of Soviet- 

her ican  relations.lM Salkeld attributes the modest success of early attempts to 

employ amis control in the management of superpower relations during the Cold 

War to an erroneous assumption about the relationship between the possession 

and deployment of amis, and the causes of war. By assuming that m s  

proliferation nrcessarily would lead to the outbreak of war, early Cold War era 

theorists and arms control negotiators tended to emphasize non-proliferation to 

the exclusion of considerations of strategic stability. 'O7 Between 1946 and 1952 

the Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission on Conventional 

Aimaments accomplished very little in the way of nuclear amis control as a result 

of Soviet-Amencan disagreement over inspection procedures and the 

developrnent o f  noms for information exchange. In an effort to work more 

efficiently the two Commissions were amalgamated into the Disarmament 

Commission in 1952. However, little pmgress continued to be made? 

One might assert that there was an association between this extremely 

ineffective period of arms control during the Cold War and the fact that the 

American policy of extended deterrence was crudely articulated and lacked 

'06 Robert Salkeld has argued that the major arms control agreements following World War II 
were al1 based on the Geneva Disannament Con ference. Among these agreements he includes the 
1959 Antarctic Treaty, 1963 Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, 1967 Outer Space Treaty, and îhe 
1970 Nuclear Non-Proli feration Treaty, al1 of which were efforts to discourage the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and their introduction to previously weapon-fiee envuonments. Saüceld, )@r 
and S~ace, (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1970), xv. 
'O7 ~ & n  Sloss, "The Strategists' Perspective'' in Ballistic Missile Defence, Ashton Carier and 
David Schwartz, Eds. (Washington, D.C.: The Bmkings Institution, 1984.), 34. 
'O8 Salkeld, 16. 



credibility, due to the fact that it was not based on the principles of munial 

detemce and conflict stabi~ity.'~ Once the Soviet Union had obtained a 

credible retaliatory strike capability, the Arnerican policy of massive retaliation 

was undermined by the lingering question of whether or not an American 

president would ever be willing to trade Washington or New York for Paris or 

London in a nuclear exchange. During this period, much of the emphasis in arms 

control was on disarmament, while the threat of massive retaliation was the core 

of the deterrence posture. 

In Febniary 1947 the British Governrnent informed the U.S. State 

Department that it would no longer contribute funds to counter either the 

Comrnunist threat to Turkey or Soviet funding of Comrnunist insurgencies in 

Greece. On 12 March 1947 President Hany S Truman asked Congress for $400 

million in h d s  for military and economic aid to Turkey and Greece to 

compensate for the withdrawal of British funds. When the request was rpproved 

and Truman authorized the aid packages on 22 May, he issued a statement to the 

effect that Communist expansion would not be allowed to proceed unabated. This 

policy has corne to be referred to as the Truman Doctrine. ' 'O This was a 

significant development as the formai adoption of the polic y of containment was 

the means by which direct confrontation between east and West was most likely to 

occur. For this reason the development of a sound polic y of nuclear deterrence 

based on conflict stability and war avoidance was key . 

'O9 John Ganiett, "Disarmament and A r m s  Control Since 1945" in Süategic Thought in the 
Nuclear Aae, Lawtence Martin, Ed. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1979), 187. 
"O Stanley Hochman, and Eleanor Hochman, Dictionarv of Contemporay Amencan Histow3 
(New York: Signet, lW3), 524. 



in keeping with the spirit of the Truman Doctrine, President Eisenhower's 

Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, announced in January 1954 that any 

attempt by the Soviet Union to take aggressive action in an effort to M e r  

Communist expansion would be met by a massive U.S. nuclear retaliation. ' l 1  The 

preponderance of American nuclear power over Soviet power and the ability to 

deliver warheads to designated targets made the initial adoption of the doctrine of 

massive retaliation feasibfe. However, this meant that there could be no 

correlation between arms control, strategic stability, and nuclear detemence.' l 2  

This was an acceptable state of &airs only as long as the Soviet Union lacked a 

credible retaliatory strike capability against the United States. 

The launch of Sputnik 1 on 4 October 1957 was more than a propaganda 

victory for the U.S.S.R. as it gave the Soviets a means of delivering a significant 

number of strategic weapons against the Continental United  tat tes. ' l 3  

Consequently, the space race and the arms race were in full swing within three 

" lbid 3 1 1. The following month the USAF issued a recommendation for the devebpment of a 
ballistic missile program. The plans were shelved, along with those for various other militw 
space operations. This would mark the beginning of a long history of Amencan reluctance to 
openly associate space exploration with military operations. Oficial U.S. space policy hm long 
rested on the position that the only legitimate military use of space is in the areas of 
reconnaissance, communications, navigation, and weather. Salkeld, 13 1 - 132. In the sarne year 
the Air Force did manage to get one project off the ground. The WS417L was the first dedicated 
military space program. WS-l17L was a reconnaissance satellite that was first conceived at the 
end of World War Two, however work on the project proceeded very slowly until f 957. Paul B. 
Stares, S~ace Weapons and U.S. Strateav: Origins and Development, (London: Croom Helm, 
1985), 22. 
"' Thomas Schelling, and Morton Halperin. Süateev and Amis Control, (New York: The 
Twentieth Century Fund, 196 1 ), 2-3. 
'13 While President Eisenhower did not initially give the impression that he was too concemed 
about the impIications of the Sputnik launch for strategic stability, the seriousness of the situation 
would soon be acknowledged. It is important to note that on 1 1 November 1957 the Demmtic 
Advisory Council issued a policy sbtement tbat identified the conûml of space as king militady 
impomnt and the enhancement of Soviet space operations capability as king potentially 
destabilizing. Salkeld, 133-1 34. 



months of the launch of ~~utnüc.''~ 1t is important to note that during this time 

there was a great deal of inter-service rivalry within the Arnerican military for 

shares of the defence budget. As a result, al1 three branches were active in 

making proposais for the development of missile defence technology. However, 

the cornpetition was most severe between the Army and the Air Force. The Army 

perspective on strategic issues in general was that U.S. national interests could 

best be served by the baianced acquisition of offensive and defensive strategic 

forces. By conûast, the Air Force philosophy was based on the belief that 

detenence could best be rnaintained by the acquisition of a qualitative and 

quantitative offensive superiority. ' l 5  Clearly, neither position adequately 

accounted for the concept of sûategic balance between forces, though one might 

argue that the anny position came the closest by virtue of its support of balance 

within a given force structure. As Adams suggests, the Air Force position is 

somewhat conducive to arms racing as it favours the accumulation of offensive 

arms such as ICBMs in order to guarantee a second strike capability over taking 

steps to defend ICBM facilities against a counterforce first strike.' l6 

On 9 January 1958 the Soviets made a formal request for a summit 

conference on nuclear weapons development and the expansion of the arms race. 

Three days Iater President Eisenhower responded by suggesting that a dialogue 

between the two nations ought to be based on the idea of the peaceful use of 

space. The Soviets interpreted the American response as an effort tu negate their 

"' Ibid, 122-123. Paul Stares notes that as a resuit of the Spumik launch, the U.S. space program 
w significantly between l957-1%0,57. 

EAdms, 239. 
'16 Ibid, 240. 



cetaliatory strike capability, which was almost totally dependent upon ICBMs and 

space-based technology, as opposed to a long-range bomber delivery force. ' l7 
nie  Soviet Union in turn suggested that a solution needed to be reached 

that would provide an equal guarantee of security for both sides. Salkeld argues 

that, in an effort to achieve this, the Soviet Union would use the demilitarization 

of space as leverage in attempting to have American military bases in Europe, the 

Middle East, and North Afiica shut down. ' la  in hct, the Soviet Union formally 

declared these objectives in the United Nations General Assembly on 12 

November 1958 and at the Ten Nation Disannament Conference on 4 April 

1 960.' l 9  The primary Soviet concem with respect to the foreign basing strategy 

of the Americans was that shorter-range ballistic missiles launched fiom these 

sites in Europe provided an opportunity for the West to launch a quick 

decapitating strike. The Soviet position was that the placement of these missiles 

could threaten their ability to mount a substantial retaliation. 

In the absence of a cogent understanding of the interoperability of amis 

control and deterrence, the superpowers attempted to manage their strategic 

relationship as best they could by responding to the influences of technological 

"' At the time the Soviets were placing a great deal of stock in the potential effmiveness of the 
Otbital Bombardment System, which, in theory, would have enabled them to launch nuclear 
warheads fiom a space-based pl;itfon. Salkeld, 122. Later constraints on the weaponization of 
outer space estaùlished by the 1967 Outer Space Treaty would force the Soviet Union to 
reconceptualize their orûital bombardment program, resulting in the forrnal announcement of the 
Fractional ûrbital Bombardment System (FOBS) in 1968. 

Ibid, 122. 
I L 9  It is worth mentionhg here that Salkeld pursues an interesting a r m e n t  with regards CO the use 
of space as a legitimate military theatre. Salkeld attempts CO ascrii a military utility to nuclear 
weapons by suggesting that the weaponhtion of space may in f a t  contribute to strategic stability. 
He contends that since technological development. are making it increasingly diEcult to ensure 
the mutual wlnerability of strategic systems on earth, and since space is the only environment vast 
enough to accommodate nuclear w a r k ,  the deveropment of space-based strategic systems is 
worth considering. Salkeld, 59-69. 



innovation on the stnitegic environment. Adams contends that while the need for 

missile defence was generally acknowledged by the mid-1950s it was less clear 

as to whether or not the deployment of a BMD system would enhance or degrade 

U.S. national ~ e c u r i t ~ . ' ~ ~  This ambiguity would even persist well into the 1960s 

when the emphasis of Cold War amis control tumed to an effort to manage the 

delicate strategic relationship between the superpowers. 

Missile Defence Developmen t. 1957-1 967 

Adams divides the Cold War into two periods for the purpose of analyzing 

the development of the missile defence debate. The first is a period of non- 

deployment, fkom 1957 to 18 September 1967. The second is a period of ballistic 

missile defence deployment, beginning in September 1967. In order to appreciate 

the significance of the development of missile defence technology, policy, and the 

ABM Treaty itself, it is necessary to examine the broader strategic context in 

which the debate over deployrnent took place. 

At the same time that the U.S. govemment was pushing for an agreement 

on the peaceful use of space it was simultaneously examining a joint BMD and 

ASAT program introduced by the Advanced Research Project Agency (ARPA).'~' 

In 1956 work began on the first American BMD system, Nike-Zeus. In 196 1 - 
1962 Nike-Zeus was already demonstrated to be about 66 percent accurate. l" 

This respectable success rate caused supporters in Congess and in the military to 

push even harder for the system's deployment. However, al1 testing had k e n  

'" Adams, 239. 
IL' Although B M D  systems have an ASAT capakility, ASAT systems are not necessarily BMD 
capable. Consequently, the similarity of  the technology and the fact ihat both may k used to 



done under controlled range conditions, and deployment was M e r  delayed dw 

to a lack of confidence by some in the Defence Department of the system's ability 

to perform under realistic batile conditions. Thus the official policy developed by 

the Kennedy Administration was to continue to support BMD research and 

development, but not to authonze the deployment of any systems. It is also worth 

noting here that Amencan BMD systems appeared not to concem the Soviet 

Union to any great extent at this the .  

On 1 5 March 1962 Nikita hshchev boldly announced that the Soviet 

Union had the ability to attack the United States from al1 angles with a space 

based orbital bombardment capability, and that Amencan missile defence systems 

were a waste of money because they could not possibly provide an effective 

defen~e. '~~ Of course. if the Soviet Union were really as confident about their 

strategic offensive capability as Krushchev made out. it seems strange that they 

would have also felt the need to make the bold move of placing IRBMs in Cuba. 

It is hard to imagine that Krushchev would have taken such a potentially 

antagonizing step against the United States if he didn't feel that it would enhance 

the Soviet offensive position to such a degree that the Americans would be forced 

to negotiate for their withdrawal. It is  interesthg to note that the announcement 

degrade the ability of the enemy to destroy its targets warrants some discussion on this chapter, 
since both contri'buted to the broader context of the origins of strategic defence. 
'" Ibid., 239,240 
'= The Soviets continued to raise the spectre of theu Orbital Bombardment system throughout the 
1960's. In November 1965 Tms confinned that the three stage Soviet Scrag rocket was capable of 
delivering an orbital device. Then in 1967, two days before the signing of the Outer Space Treaty, 
the Soviets tested an orbital system that would reportedly provide only three minutes waming 
fiom launch to deorbit to detonation. Finally, in 1968, Tass confirmed that the SS-9 Scarp missile 
could be used in either an ICBM d e  or as part of the Fractional Orbital Bombardment System. 
Salkeld, 125-1 2%. The development of FOBS was made necessary by Article IV of the 1967 
Outer space Treaty, which prohibited the placement of weapons into earth orbit. FOBS 



of the Soviet Orbitai Bombardment capability, Knishchev' s dismissal of 

American missile defence development, and American ASAT and BMD 

developments al1 coincided with the conception of the MIRV configuration for 

the Minuteman missile in 196243. By providing the ability to engage multiple 

hard targets with the launch of a single missile, the Americans made a significant 

change to their strategic relationship with the Soviets. The introduction of the 

counterforce targeting strategy would become a key issue in Cold War arms 

control and the ABM Treaty. '=' 

The actual debate over BMD deployment in the United States began in 

earnest in 1959, at which time Congress favoured deployment while the 

Eisenhower administration opposed it. ui the following year the h y  was 

pushing for deployment while Congress had switched over to the administration's 

point of view in deciding to delay deployment. In 1963 the US. Senate made a 

decision to fieeze spending on Nike-Zeus pending a proposal to develop a newer 

and more effective Nike-X system. Supporters of the new system argued that 

Nike-X represented a significant technological development over Nike-Zeus. The 

laner used a Zeus rocket and was supported by multiple radar systerns including 

forward acquisition radar, local acquisition radar, and missile tracking radar, as 

weil as a target intercept computer.'2s The Nike-X system also used a much more 

sophisticated phased array radar system and added a short range or terminal 

defence capability by backing up the long range Zeus intercepter with the short 

- 

represented an attempt to get around this restriction by king designed to deorbit its warheads 
before the launch vehicle had completed a fiil1 earth orbit. 
12' Ronald L. Tammen, MRV and The Anns Race: An Inte~retation of Defence Strate= (New 
York: Praeger Publishers, 1973), 99. 



range Sprint interceptor r ~ k e t . ' ~ ~  The system would thetefore provide a layered 

defence capability and represented the birth of the "shoot-look-shoot" missile 

defence strategy. The term "shoot-look-shoot" refers io the ability to attempt an 

initial intercept at long range, track the continued trajectory of an incoming 

warhead that was missed by the long range hterceptor, and attempt a temiiaal 

range intercept. 12' 

interestingly, the development of the Nike-X system in 1963 coincided 

with American success in defeating a 1962 Soviet appeal to the LN to outlaw the 

surveillance of earth from space. 12' This was an ability that the Americans had 

developed to a far superior degree than the Soviets. As a result of this 

technological disparity the Soviets claimed that their national security was 

lmEairly compromised. Not only did the Americans reject this proposal, but, by 

the faIl of 1 963 they had reached an agreement with the Soviet Union banning 

nuclear weapons from outer space.12' This agreement was an important step 

towards addressing the concems of those who believed that the Soviet Orbital 

Bombardment system was a significant threat to U.S. security. 

In June 1958 ARPA introduced "Project Defender" and requested that the 

Air Force research and development Command initiate feasibility studies on 

Adams. MO. 
Ix William Schneider Ir., "Missile Defense Systems: Past, Pment, and Future" in Wh! ABM? 
Policv Issues in the Missile Defense Controvetsv, Holst and Schneider, Eds. (New York. 
Pergamon Press, 1969), 5-6. 
Iz7 A terminal range intercept refers to an interception of the target warhead aAer it rpenters the 
earth's aünosphere. This is also referred to as an endoatmospheric intercept. By contras& an 
exoatmospheric intercept occurs in outer space, while the warhead is in the mid-course of its 
ballistic path. 

Stares, 59. 
Iz9 Ibid, 90. 



ASAT.'~' The project became so large that NASA was eventually brought in to 

support ARPA on ASAT and BMD research. The involvement of the civilian 

agency in defence research projects wodd be part of a long history of blwing the 

line between military and civilian space research and operations. 

The first ASAT test occurred between Mach 1958 and October 1959. 

"Project Bold Orion" was originally conceived as an air launched BMD system, 

but was later adapted for an ASAT role, m e r  testifjing to the similarity of 

ASAT and BMD technology. In July 1962 ASAT tests were conducted on an 

island in the Pacific, and by 1963 plans were being made for the deployment of a 

ground based ASAT system using nuclear tipped missiled3' President Johnson 

finally announced the development of an American ASAT capability in 

September 1 The development of ASAT technology was intended to allay 

fears that a potential Soviet Orbital Bombardment capability placed the U.S. at a 

significant technological disadvantage. 

Interestingly, Stares points out that even after the Soviets announced their 

Fractional Orbital Bombardrnent System (FOBS) in 1967, U.S. cornmitment to 

the development of a practical, functioning ASAT capability remained 

minimal.'33 Indeed it seems clear that while money was king spent on a nurnber 

of research and development programs, there was little direction provided from 

the government with regard to the military and political strategic utility of such a 

- - -  

13' ibid., 107. 
13' Stares notes that even the U.S. Navy submitted an ASAT proposal duhg this time, 108-1 09. 
He also makes not of the fact that concept work had begun on directed energy weapon ASAT 
systems, using laser light and mierowave energy, as early as the early 1960's. Funding for ASAT 
pmgrarns was quite broad based between 1957-1%8 with the Air Force and Navy committing 
fùnds for a number of different ASAT concepts, 1 1 1. 
132 Salkeld, 147. 



technology. The notion of the deployment of an ASAT capability at the t h e  

lacked a clearly defined concept of operations. The public declaration of the 

ASAT capability and the simultaneous minimization of resources to develop the 

program provide a good example of how much of the effort that went in to 

preserving strategic stability related more to the perceptions of threat and 

wlnerability than to actual threat or ~ulnerabi1ity.l~~ Nevertheless, along with the 

development of various delivery systems for offensive weapons and BMD 

systems, ASAT technology formed an important put  of the Cold War stnitegic 

environment in which anns control theory was developed and applied. 

Although the political and economic commitment to ASAT development 

was relatively low, publicly ASAT represented the main focus and highest profile 

activity of United States military space operations related to strategic defence 

during the Cold Stares has made note of how curious it is that the 

development of an ASAT capability did not encounter anywhere near the same 

arnount of resistance as did missile defence technology, either from within the 

United States or fiom the Soviet Union. This in spite of the fact that both systems 

were designed to perform an identical function; that is, to prevent warheads from 

reaching their targets. 

He suggests that perhaps the lack of objection to the development of 

ASAT technology has something to do with the fact that an arms race in space 

never really developed, as both sides pursued the development of different 

'33 Stares, 93. 
13.1 Stares suggests that ASAT proposal may have ken littte more than a ploy to acquire tùnding 
for BMD systems through the back door. ïhat both ASAT and BMD systems relied on similar 



technologies.'36 ûnce again, the acceptance of such an interpretation wouid seem 

to imply that notions of strategic stability were based not on the real strategic 

value of certain systems, but on a perception of their strategic value, which was 

determineci by the level of cornpetition in their development and deployment 

between the superpowes. This thesis would seem to be supported by the fact that 

the U.S. was less compelled to address the issue of the reported development of a 

Soviet ASAT capability in 1968 than it was the issue of FOBS, which in fact 

represented a less significant threat to the strategic balance.'37 

From Deveio~ment to De~iovment 

In 1965 the Johnson Administration came under increasing pressure to 

deploy some form of the Nike-X system. To delay any longer would have 

provided political fodder for the Republican Party to use in the next election.13' 

Sirnply put, the Democrats could not fiord to be seen as doing nothing to protect 

the American public fiom a nuclear attack by the Soviets. 

One of the reasons for delaying deployment of the Nike systems was 

attributable to the concern that deployment would antagonize the U.S.S.R. and 

threaten the emerging détente. Secretary of Defence McNarnm was reportedly 

convinced that missile defence was a costly and ineffective affair that would 

likely encourage a build up of Soviet offensive arms, and cause an intensification 

of the arms race.'" A primary consequence of this couid be that the issue of 

technologies, including missile interceptors, makes this a plausible theory, Indeed, a Nike-Zeus 
ASAT variant called MUDFLAP was developed in 1962. Stares, 1 18-1 19. 
13' Salkeld, 19. 

stares, 20. 
13' lbid, 105. 
13* Adams, 24 1. 
13' Ibid, 242, 



armaments and strategic stability could becorne M e r  politicized, and thus 

threaten any possibility of improving political relations between the two 

countries. 

McNamara felt that the condition of the emerging détente in Europe meant 

that there was a reduced likelihood of Soviet-Arnerican conflict there.140 This led 

him to believe that the amis race between the two countries was just beginniiig to 

slow down. His reluctance to deploy a robust, Soviet oriented BMD system was 

based on his desire to take advantage of the diplomatic gains that had k e n  made 

and provide for Amerimn security by creating a diplomatic environment in which 

the use of nuclear weapons would never be a serious considecation, rather than 

one in which the possibility of their use necessitated the development of a 

defensive capabMy. '4 

One of the ways it was feared that BMD would threaten the emerging 

détente was that the Soviets might see American strategic missile defence as a 

threat to their own security. It was believed that this would cause the Soviets to 

view a pre-emptive tint strike, before an effective missile defence system could 

be raised, as the surest means of preserving their own national security. However, 

this argument would seem to be particularly problematic given Knishchev's 

statement in 1962 that the U.S. was wasting its money on BMD systems that 

could pose no threat to Soviet Strategic capability. It is also a strange argument 

on the grounds that it seems to suggest that the Soviet Union would have willingly 

'" It should be noted that the term détente was aot formally adopted until aAer 1968. Prior to this 
the Soviet concept o f  peacehl co-existence was the more common term o f  reference for the 
w m i n g  o f  relations between east and West- 
"' lbid, 242-243. 



and intentionally initiated a nuclear holocaust to avoid king placed at a strategic 

disadvantage ifthe circumstances arose necessitating the use of nuclear weapons. 

The suggestion that BMD depioyment could be so destabilizing as to lead 

to a nuclear exchange is M e r  undermined by the American reaction to Soviet 

BMD deployments, which occurred as early as 1966.1d2 The Arnericans 

concluded that no area defence system against ballistic missiles could realisticaily 

be expected to hstrate a concerted effort by either of the superpowers to saturate 

its enemy's temtory with a high volume of nuclear ~ a r h e a d s . ~ ~ ~  If Soviet 

deployment was not deemed a threat to U.S. security, it seems to be a bit ofa 

stretch to assume that American deployment would have ken interpreted as a 

threat to Soviet security. This realization by both American and Soviet strategic 

planners also undermines the rather fancihl argument, presented by Bamaby and 

Boserup, that a BMD capability might instill a fdse sense of secuity, resulting in 

a smaller incentive to persevere in diplornatic methods of codict resolution.lu 

The goal of the Johnson administration to avoid the deployment of a U.S. 

BMD system was to engage in the practice of unilaterd m s  control, while 

allowing the Soviets to deploy a BMD system as well as to build up their lCBM 

force. It was felt that these were necessary steps in helping the Soviet Union to 

achieve strategic parity with the U.S. and thus guaranteeing stability and the 

'" Ibid, 242. Adams notes that the very deployment of Soviet BMD systems can be seen as an 
indication of the abject failute of the Arnerican attempts at unilaterd arms control thtough its 
policy of nondeployment. 
" Emest J. Yanarella, The Missile Defense Controversy: Sûategy. Technology. and Politics, 
1955- 1972, (Lexington: The University Press of Kentucky, 1977), 12 1. 

C.F. Bamaby, and A. Boserup, 'The Implications of the Deployment of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems" in I m ~ l  icat ions of Anti-Bal Iistic Missile Svstems, Bamaby and Boserup, Eds. (New 
Yotk: The Humanities Press, 1%9), 2 13. 



maintenance of the deterrent equation. However, Soviet weapons' development 

continued well beyond the level of strategic parity. 

It seerns clear that unilaterai U S .  policy of exercising restraint in the 

deployment of BMD systems and in the use of space as a strategic environment in 

general was ineffective.14' Salkeld notes that Arnerican efforts were not mirrored 

by the Soviet Union, as evidenced by the deployment of the Galosh missile 

defence system around Moscow in 1 ! ~ 6 6 . ' ~ ~  He goes on to suggest that not only 

did the Soviet Union take advantage of voluntary American restraint, but that it 

forced the U.S. to divert resources to the costly war in Vietnam. Salkeld contends 

that through their modest investment in North Vietnam, the Soviet Union caused 

the U.S. army to become preoccupied in South-East Asia while they were fiee to 

focus on the development of their own strategic  force^.'^' Adams maintains a 

similar position and suggests that perhaps the continued development of the 

Soviet strategic capability may be aîtributable to a failure on the part of the Soviet 

Union to comprehend the subtlety of the Amencan gesture of unilateral 

restnint. '"' 
Another concem was that greater offensive capability would become the 

comrnon response to BMD deployment, and cause an increase in the intensity of 

the arms race. 14' This is also a tenuous argument based on the fact that the 

'" Thomas Wolfe. The SALT Experience, (Cambridge, Mas.: B~llinger Publishing Compiuiy, 
i979), 5. 
146 Saikeld, 158. 
'" lbid, 160. 
'" Adams, 243. 
IR Kahn, p. 290. Michael E. Sherman, "Missile Defense and Non-Roliferation: Friends or 
Enemies?' in Whv ABM? Policv Issues in the Missile Defense Controverm, Holst and Schneider 
Eds. (New York: Pergamon Press, 1969), 2 13; Yanatella, 1 27- 1 28. Barnaby and Boserup are also 
proponents of this position, 2 10-2 12. 



immensity of the U.S. and Soviet strategic arsenals was such that any qualitative 

increase would have been irrelevant due to the redundant capability of these 

forces to inflict destruction. Sheman raises a valid point when he argws that 

conventions such as the NPT would in fact iimit the extent to which deployment 

could spark a resurgence of the arms race.lsO Sherman even suggests that the 

sharing of BMD technology with non-nuclear signatories of the NPT could have a 

m e r  stabilizing effect on international secwity. 15' It is also worth mentioning, 

as Yanarella has, that the U.S. deployment of a BMD system designed to negate a 

counterforce attack could be interpreted as a sign of an Amencan commitment to 

a policy of no tirst use.lS2 

The result of the various pressures placed on the Johnson Administration 

was the announcement of the deployment of Sentine1 on 18 September, 1967 and 

the arriva1 of the period of deployment. Sentinel took advantage of developments 

in missile defence technology, including improvements to the Zeus rocket system. 

and using penmeter acquisition radar and missile site radar to guide long-range 

Spartan and shon range Sprint interceptors to their targets.19 It is also worth 

mentionhg that on 3 November 1967, Secretary of Defence McNamara 

announced the deployment of Over the Horizon (OTH) radar systems. which 

would provide about fifieen minutes warning of the approach of any Soviet orbital 

150 Sherman, 208. 
"' Ibid 217; Charles M. Herdeld, "Missile Defense: Can it Work?" in Why ABM? Polic~ Issues 
in the Missile Defense Controversv, Holst and Schneider, Eds. (New York: Pergamon Prek 
1%9), 36140. 
"' Yanarella, 136. 
'" Edward Luttwak, and Stuart Koehl, The Dictionam of Modem War, (New Yotk: Harper 
Collins Pubiishers, 199 1 ), 497. 



bombardment satellite.'" This is approximately the same amount of waniing 

time that the Bailistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) could provide for 

BMD systems against an ICBM attack. It seems clear that in the fa11 of 1967 the 

U.S. decision to deploy strategic defensive systems involved a comprehensive 

concept of the range of Soviet threats that needed to be addressed. However, 

McNamara was still concemed that the deployment of Sentine1 would cause the 

Soviets to expand their own missile defence system. 

The U.S. tried to avert these concerns in its deployment of the Sentine1 

system by identifying a light Chinese ICBM attack of no more han 50 missiles as 

the principle threat which Sentine1 was intended to address.I5j In December 1965 

evidence emerged that supported the thesis that China would become a significant 

ICBM threat by the mid-1970s. Sentine1 was described as a lighi area defence 

system, emphasizing defence against a countervalue attack by its deployment 

around 25 major American cities. The thinness of the defence that Sentine1 

provided was another reason used to justiQ its deployment, as it could not be 

interpreted as a threat in any way to the strategic balance between the U.S. and 

U.S.S.R. Furthemore, it was felt that Sentine1 would provide a usehl defence 

against accidentai launch and other ambiguous ICBM threats. This fact betrays 

the political motivation behind its deployment. Adams suggests that as a low- 

15.' Salkeld, 1 50- 1 5 1. The U.S. had established two ground based ASAT systems in the Paci fic but 
had ceased testing them by 1970. By 1975 only one of the systems remahed operational, but the 
potential for refiirbishment and redeployment remained. Stares, 19. 
'' Adams, 241. It was anticipated that the Chinese would have a primitive ICBM capability by 

about 1975; Schneider, 7-8; Yanarella, 132. 



cost, low-risk system capable of generating political capital, Sentinel was an 

obvious choice for early BMD deployment in the Johnson ~dministration.''~ 

While great pains were taken not to antagonize the Soviets with the 

deployment of Sentinel, Adams suggests that, in fact, the Sentinel deployment 

was a response to the conthued build up of the Soviet strategic arsenal.15' He 

argues that the failure of the American strategy of unilateral restraint had been 

made clem by 1966 and that the deployment of Sentine1 gave the U.S. the ability 

of upgrading a fielded BMD capability to meet a Soviet threat, should that need 

emerge. According to Adams the deployment of Sentine1 was a political 

compromise with four purposes.158 The first was to take the issue of missile 

defence away from the Republican Party in the 1968 presidential carnpaign. The 

second was to undennine the cornmittee hearings chaired by Senator Henry 

Jackson. Jackson was an outspoken critic of the nurnerous delays in the decision 

to deploy a BMD system in the US. The third reason for the deployment of 

Sentine1 was to demonstrate that the U.S. had the capability of fielding a BMD 

system that could address a Soviet strategic threat should the need arise. Finally, 

Adams suggests that Sentinel was deployed in order to placate the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff. who had grown very disenchanted with McNamara's defence policy as a 

result of American involvement in the Vietnam War. 

The decision to go ahead with the Sentine1 program, however, was 

contingent upon justi@ng the abandonment of the Nike system that had ken  

'" Adams, 245. Similarly Barnaby and Boserup acknowledge thai any BMD deployment would 
likely be politically motivated and backed by a strategic rationale, 230; Yanarella, 140. 
Is7 Adams, 244. 
In lbid, 245. 



invested in so heavily. This was accomplished in 1965 when it was announced 

that Nike-X would be shelved due to the fact that the Soviets mi@ view it as 

potentially destabilizing. The "thin" defence capability represented by the 

Sentinel system provided the rational for abandoning Nike-X in spite of the 

substantial financial investment that had k e n  made in to it. The length of time 

required for a Chinese ICBM threat against the U.S. to materialize meant that a 

Chinese oriented BMD system could be phased in gadually without antagonizing 

the Soviet union.ls9 Furthemore, it was believed that the delay provided by the 

amount of time the Chinese would require to acquire their ICBM capability would 

provide enough time to improve relations with the U.S.S.R. and assuage any 

concerns they might have about the deployment of a thin BMD system. 

The limitations of early BMD tracking and guidance systems meant that 

direct impact intercept could not be relied on to destroy incoming warheads. 

Consequently, interceptors were also arrned with nuclear warheads, which would 

detonate when the intercepter came within a certain proximity of an incoming 

warhead. and destroy it through radiation b~mbardment.'~~ Not surprisingly, it 

was the American public that Fust expressed resistance to the deployment of these 

systems near large population centres. The concem was that the blinding flash of 

nuclear detonation outside of the atmosphere wouid have adverse effects on these 

populations.'61 Given the lack of an alternative to nuclear tipped interceptoa at 

the time, this line of reasoning appears to be more idedistic than practical as it 

Is9 Ibid.. 24 1. 
160 Schneider, 3; Bamaby and Bosenip, 224; Salkeld, 7. 



fails to account for the adverse effects of the blinding flash, among other things, 

of a nuclear warhead detonated directly above an American city. Nevertheless, 

scientists and other participants with political motivations in the BMD debate 

adopted this line of argument and Sentine1 was mapped within 16 months. '62 

This public outcry against the deployment of Sentinel was later joined by 

academics and other professionais in the areas of defence and foreign policy, who 

argued that as a system designed to protect Amencan cities, Sentinel could be 

seen by the Soviets as a threat to the credibility of their retafiatory strike 

capability . lb3 

One month afler the Sentinel pro- was abandoned, a new deployment 

program entitled Safeguard was announced. Safeguard moved away from an 

emphasis on city, or area defence to one of point defence of hard targets, namely 

Minuteman K B M  silos. Furthemore, no effort was made to conceal the fact that 

Satéguard was not oriented towards a light Chinese threat, but was intended to 

guarantee a second strike capability by defending U.S. missiles fiom a Soviet 

counterforce first ~ t r i k e . ' ~  This reorientation of Amencan BMD systems is 

associated with a change in the perceived role of missile defence from the 

Johnson Administration to the Nixon Administration. According to Adams, BMD 

became little more than a tool for providing the Amencans with lwerage in the 

''' This position may be amibutable to the general disenchantment of the American public with 
the military, which began to emerge in the 1960's in response to U S  involvement in the Vietnam 
War. For Kahn this was an indication that the civil-mi litary split was in fact growing, 289. 
16* Adams, 246. 
163 %id, 245. 
'" Schneider, 9; Adams, 246; Barnaby and Boserup suggest that the cûncellation of Senthel and 
impiementation of Safeguard was a result of the tàct that .the daim that the former was oriented 
against China was not crediôle. The authors site a lack o f  will and ability on the part of the 
Chinese to launch an K B M  attack against the U.S. as support for this position, 2 17. 



SALT negotiations.16' He posits that the deployment of Safeguard in defence of 

the deterrent forces was meant to send a message to the Soviet Union that f i t  

strike action would not ensure a Soviet victory, a message that Sentinel 

deployrnent rnay have been too subtle to convey. This would lead to the 

realization that m s  control represented the best means of preservhg the sbategic 

balance and rnaintaining relative stability. 

Credibility is offered to this hypothesis by the fact that Secretary of 

Defence Robert McNamara's announcement of the deployment of Sentine1 on 18 

September 1967 came just ten days d e r  American ovemires to engage in arms 

reduction talks with the Soviets failed to generate any interest.16%ork began on 

the deployment of Sakguard in March, 1969 and completed in 1972. However, 

cxactly one day aller the Safeguard BMD site was brought "on-line" at Grand 

Forks, it was deactivated. The development of MIRV technology, and the ability 

of the US. to swamp Soviet BMD systems with incoming warheads, was 

provided as a technical and economic reason for abandoning Safeguard.16' It 

seems strange to argue that the U.S. govemment would have invested as much 

into the development and deployment of Safeguard as it did, while at the same 

time developing an offensive capability that would make the defensive capability 

redundant. Even the meager foresight of govemment bureaucracy can not be used 

as an explmation for what seems to have been a huge blunder in strategic 

planning. 

165 Adams, 148-249. It is wonh noting that as early as 1969 Heman Kahn and others suggested 
that BMD would have CO be marketed as a tool for facilitating m s  control in order to garner 
su port for it, Kahn, 293; Sherman, 206. 
"Yanarella 138. 



Deoiovment and the ABM Treatv 

A more likely explanation would be that with the signing of the M M  

Treaty on 26 May 1972, the U.S. no longer saw a need for an operational BMD 

~ystern. '~~ The ABM Treaty established and imposed qualitative and quantitative 

iimits on the technology and deployrnent of missile defence s y ~ t e r n s . ~ ~ ~  Under 

the Treaty the US. and U.S.S.R. were limited to the use of ground-based 

intercepter and radar technology. Both sides were initially pemitted to deploy 

BMD systems at two sites; however, this was later amended to one site in the 

1 974 Protocol, with 100 launchers and 100 interceptors at each site. Lixnits were 

also set on the number of radar systems that could be dedicated to each site, as 

well as to the proximity of those radars to their sites. 

The origins of SALT go back to 2 1 January 1964 when Lpdon Johnson 

suggested a freeze on the procurement of both offensive and defensive weapons. 

as a follow on to the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. According to Wolfe, 

negotiations were initiated as a direct result of Johnson's instructions to 

Ambassacior Llewell yn Thom pson to begin making inqui ries about Soviet interest 

in setting limits on BMD deployments in early 1967. Wolfe also asseris that 

Johnson's instructions to Thompson were based on a suggestion made by Robert 

McNamara in December 1966 that the U.S. ought to pmue such negotiations in 

order to sidestep the seemingly inevitable decision to deploy a missile defence 

system. 

-- --- p.- 

16' Luttwak and Koehl, 497. 
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Talks were initiated early in 1967 between Chairman of the Soviet 

Council of Ministen, Alexei Kosygin, and President Johnson. This f k t  set of 

negotiations revealed that the Soviets did have some interest in a joint limitation 

of offensive and defensive arms. However, the Johnson administration soon 

discovered that the Soviets were unwilling to make a senous cornmitment to 

substantive negotiations. As mentioned above, the Americans respoaded by 

announcing the deployment of Sentinel on 18 September 1967. By the followuig 

summer the US. announced both the deployrnent of Sentinel and the testing of 

the MIRV delivery system."' These announcements would soon stimulate the 

emergence of a debate within the U.S.S.R. about the value of engaging in an arms 

control agreement with the U.S. 

On 27 Iune 1968 the Soviet Union tinally expressed interest in 

participating in a discussion on the matter. The first round of talks was to be 

announced on 21 August of that year. However, the Soviet invasion of 

Czechoslovakia on 20 August caused a delay. By the time circumstances were 

nght to get the talks on track the presidency had changed hands and the incoming 

Nixon administration was not as sold on the notion of SALT as the Johnson 

administration was. Nixon took until25 October 1969 to assess his SALT policy. 

Negotiations finally began in Helsinki on 17 November 1969. The result of the 

assessrnent of the Nixon administration was the view that SALT could be used 

effectively for the management of the power relationship between the U.S. and 

"' Ibid p. 2. 



U.S.S.R., and that BMD and MIRV technology could be used as leverage in those 

negotiations. ln 

In 1968 when it becarne clear that the U.S. would deploy a BMD system 

and develop a MIRV capability, the Soviet Union was encourageci to participate 

in meaningfùl negotiations. The delay in initiating negotiations provided just 

enough time for the development of BMD and MIRV technology to a poht at 

which the Soviet Union deemed their security to be at risk by not cooperating in 

an agreement to limit strategic offensive and defensive arms. The ABM Treaty 

was finally signed by Richard Nixon and Leonid Brezhnev on 26 May 1972 and 

represented a statement to the effect that mutual relations between the two 

superpowers were to be conducted on the basis of peaceful CO-e~istence."~ 

However, in their negotiations the Soviet Union was most interested in 

stopping the deployment of the Safeguard system, which was far superior to 

~alosh."' In December 1970 the Soviets even suggested that negotiations should 

focus on an ABM agreement and set aside the discussion of an agreement on 

offensive amis for SALT II. The Amencan negotiating team was opposed to this 

as its primary concem was the Soviet offensive build up and the threat 

represented by the SS-9 heavy ICBM program. 17' The fomalized link between 

ABM and the Agreement on Offensive Arms was established on 20 May 1971 .176 

Thus the premise of SALT 1 for the Americans was to cut off an increase in 

- - 
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Soviet offensive forces that would otherwise occur in response to BMD 

deployment. Many feel, however, that the lack of sutficient emphasis on the 

limitation of offensive forces in the foms of MIRV and SLBM weapons systems 

threatened to undemine the entire SALT regime and certainly brought the 

practical utility of the ABM treaty into question. '77 

The ABM Treatv and Strate& Stability: 

Stevens has argued that support for the ABM treaty was based on 

expectations of how it would affect perceptions of the strategic balance between 

the Soviet Union and the United  tat tes."' He suggests that the central focus of 

al1 the arguments against BMD deployment was that the technology represented a 

form of hostile defence that degraded the effectiveness of the enemy's first strike 

and enhanced the retaliatory capability of the defender by preserving its strategic 

second strike forces. Conversely, if BMD were to be used in conjunction with a 

tirst strike. it would threaten the retaiiatory capability of the enemy. as its 

strategic nuclear forces on the ground would have been targeted in a counterforce 

attack and those missiles that it could launch in retaliation would be shot d o m  by 

the BMD system. As such, it was generally felt that BMD represented a 

f'undamental threat to the integrity of the deterrent relationship between the 

United States and the Soviet Union. 

The suspicion of the destabilizing character of BMD systems 

characterized the overall climate of the Treaty negotiations. Consequently, the 

- 
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purpose of the treaty was to prevent the development of a territorial defence 

capability against strategic attack. As Schneiter notes, the Treaty then goes on to 

make certain exceptions to these limitations, which makes an allowance for the 

deployment of a strictly lllnited BMD system that may be used as a balance 

against the enemy's strategic f 0 r ~ e s . l ~ ~  

Perhaps the greatest problem with the Treaty is the fact that it was 

insuficientiy specific in defining certain key terms. The definition of "ABM test 

mode'' is one such definition.18' The term is related to the concem that pre- 

existing SAM systems would be upgraded so that their interceptors andor radars 

would be capable of targeting incoming ballistic missiles. The precise definitions 

of what an ABM system is, as well as what system development, which is 

provided for by a clause that allows for the modemization of existing components 

and the developrnent, but not necessarily the deployrnent of new systems, are also 

a little ambiguous. 18' Without a means of precisely detining the parameters of the 

Treaty even the most rigorous of verification mechanisms would be of very 

limited value. The degree of latitude in the interpretation of the Treaty provided 

by these ambiguities threatens its ability to satisfy its objectives and therefore 

threatens to undermine the relevancy of the entire SALT regime. As the crowning 

achievement in Cold War arms control efforts, the compromise of SALT could 

very well lead to a reconsideration of other Cold War era agreements such as the 

George Schneiter, '&The ABM Treaty Today" in Ball istic Missile De fenw, Ashton Carter and 
David Schwartz, Eds. (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1984), 222, 

[bid, 223. 
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1967 Outer Space Treaty and other agreements relating to the limitation of 

strategic offensive amis. '" 
As Stevens suggests, the credibility of the ABM Treaty is contingent upon 

the nature and degree of the development of Soviet strategic arms relative to the 

Amencan arsenal. lg3 However, it is important to realize that the actuai military 

threat capabilities of the two countries were less important than the perceived 

political-strategiç capabili ties. The aforementioned failure of the American 

practice of unilateral arms control meant that while the U.S. was exercising 

restraint in the deployment of a BMD system in order to assist the Soviets in 

achieving strategic parity, the Soviets continued to build their offensive capability 

while simultaneously deploying the Galosh BMD system around Moscow. Thus 

the relevancy of the ABM treaty was contingent on the perception of the relative 

offensive and defensive capabilities of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.. and how they 

influenced the two countries' strategic relationship. 

For this reason, the negotiation of the ABM Treaty and the Interim 

Agreement on Strategic Offensive h s  were inherently related to each other? 

Wolfe contends that in addition to relying on the interdependence of offensive and 

defensive limitation, SALT requires a climate of détente in order to maintain its 

r e i e v a n ~ ~ . ' ~ ~  Wolfe writes, 

agreements that may have helped to lubncate Soviet- 
American political relations at a given temporal juncture 
may not have served to satise perceived strategic n e e d ~ . ' ~ ~  
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in so doing he acknowledges that a co~ect ioa does not necessarily exist between 

the impact of arms control on the relative military capabilities of two countries 

and the role of amis  control in intluencing political relations behkreen two 

countries. The ABM Treaty, therefore, represented a compromise between the 

Amencan goal of strategic stability, which was based on the assurnption of 

comrnon values with the Soviet Union, and the Soviet Union's desire to protect 

their strategic gains and maintain their ability to remah cornpetitive with the 

U.S.I8' Given the polarized nature of the American goal of stability and the Soviet 

goal ofadvantage it merely stands to reason that the ABM Treaty and the SALT 

regime in general could serve as little more than a symbol of the two countries 

willingness to submit to peacefùl coexistence. As such it is necessary to question 

whether or not the ABM Treaty hm remained an appropriate symbol for the 

purpose of charafierking U.S.-Soviet relations. 

The subsequent signing of SALT II in Viema on 18 June 1979 did not 

meet with Senate ratification. This resulted in a renewed attempt at amis control 

with the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks in 198 1 .  One of the greatest stumbling 

blocks presented to the affhnation of START was the Soviet demand, and the 

U.S. reluctance, to prohibit the development of the Strategic Defence initiative 

(SDI) program. Indeed, Schneiter argues that in practice the ABM Treaty and the 

START regime may not have had a significant impact in the character of either 

side's BMD forces.'88 However. by addressing the issues that pertained to the 

perception of stability, ABM and SALT served to strengdien bilateral relations in 

ibid, 248. 



the 1970s and represented a meaniagful contribution to the détente that 

predominated that decade. As such it cm be argwd that arms control, at least for 

a limited tirne, did contribute to the condition of strategic stability between the 

superpowers. 

Conclusion 

The emergence of the debate over missile defence that occurred in the 

1960s and continued through the 1970s revolved around the relationship between 

strategic stability and nuclear deterrence. Throughout this period the influence of 

Secretary of Defence Robert McNarnara was particularly significant. Under 

McNamm U.S. nuclear deterrence policy shifted emphasis frorn a crude doctrine 

of massive retaliation to one of mutual asswd destruction and flexible response. 

This state of affairs contributed significantly to the stability of Soviet-Arnerican 

relations during the Cold War. 

The introduction of BMD and MIRV technology to the strategic equation 

complicated matters somewhat. Prior to their introduction it was suffiicient to 

ensure that both sides had the offensive capabilities necessary to satisfi the 

conditions of mutuai deterrence. Strategic planners such as McNamara and his 

staff were faced with the challenge of balancing offensive and defensive strategic 

systems against each other, while still trying to maintain conflict stability. 

The 1972 ABM Treaty was established as a means of placing quantitative 

and qualitative constraints on the development and deployment of strategic 

missile defence systems by both sides. It is important to bear in mind the fact that 

the ABM Treaty was one aspect of the broader SALT 1 agreement, which, in 

ibid, 243. 
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theory, was also intended to place collstraiats on offensive strategic weapons. 

However, in practice, SALT 1 failed to establish substantial offensive limitations. 

As has already ken discussed, Croft associates this failure to the larger 

phenornenon of a shift in the emphasis of amis control, in which agreements were 

pursued for their own sake and for the political capital that could be gained fiom 

them. rather tban for the purpose of managing the strategic relationship between 

the United States and the Soviet Union. This represents the emergence of an 

emphasis on the narrow interpretation of amis control over that of the broad 

interpretation, that would also corne to characterize the debate over the Strategic 

Defence initiative in the 1980s. 



Chanter Three 

Arms Control in the 1980s: SDI and Strategic D/jri Vu 

In a Presidential Address to the nation, entitled "Peace and National 

Security", on 23 March 1983, Ronald Reagan concluded his rem& with a 

statement of his administration's intent to take the necessary measures to alter 

American strategic doctrine from an offensive posture of assured destruction to a 

defensive posture of assured survivabi~it~.~" in order to achieve this assured 

survivability capability, Reagan proposed the initiation research into the 

development of a sophisticated missile defence system, which could render 

nuclear weapons "impotent and obs~lete."'~~ Though Reagan's speech only made 

reference to strategic ballistic missiles, it implied a broader prerogative for the 

Straiegic Defence Initiative (SDI). This implication was later reinforced by 

Casper Weinberger who later claimed that the administration was concemed with 

al1 strategic nuclear threats to the u.s.19' However. in the subsequent feasibility 

studies that were commissioned in the sumrner of 1983 emphasis was stnctly 

placed on efforts to counter strategic ballistic missiles. 

The ûssumption that SDI would be able to emasculate a Soviet fmt strike 

would become the basis of the argument that SDI proponents used in support of 

their clairn that the system wouid facilitate a fundamental change in the way that 

189 Robert L. Pfaltzgraff Jr., "Space and Security" in International Security Dimensions of S~ace, 
Uri Ra'anan and Robert L, Pfaltzgraff Jr., Eds. (Handen, CT: Archon Books, 1984), 266. 
IW 1 t is also worth noting that the development of the MX-Peacekeeper iCB M was an important 
corollary to SDI in terms of U.S. efforts to compei the Soviets to enter into S ~ ~ O U S  negotiations 
regarding the reduction of strategic offensive arms. David Schwartz, "Assessing Future Prospects" 
in Ballistic Missile Defence, Ashton Carter and David Schwartz, Eds. (Washington, D.C.: The 
Brookings institution, 1984), 352-353. 



stability was maintained in the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship. It was alw, an 

important part of the rationale that opponents of SDI developed to support their 

argument that strategic defence would be a destabilizing factor in superpower 

relations. A notable exception to this general d e  is Twmay, who cautiously 

asserted that, while there is no guarantee that SDI can be totally effective, it 

would be worthwhile to invest in R&D in order to make a proper determination of 

the proposed systerns' feasibility lg2 For Toomay, to kill SDI in intellectual 

debate would undercut the potential that technology may have to contribute to the 

management of strategic relations. 

The overall significance of Reagan's speech was that it challenged the 

U.S. scientific community to develop missile defence technology to an 

unprecedented level thai would allow for a change in U.S. nuclear security 

policy.''>3 The announcement effectively implied a change from an offensively 

oriented policy of assured destruction, to a defensive poiicy of assured survival. 

In order to provide a rational for such a dramatic move. Reagan invoked an old 

argument of missile defence advocates that tried to take advantage of the moral 

high ground. This was provided by the fact that the old doctrine of assured 

19' Donald L. Hahier, "Asxssing the President's Vision: ïhe Fletcher, Miller and H o h a n  
Panels" in Weapons in S~ace, Franklin Long, Donald Hafner, and Jettiey Boutwell, Eds. (New 
York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1986), 93. 
'" John C. Toomay, 'bThe Case for Ballistic Missile Defeuse" in Weapons in Space, Franklin 
Long, Donald Hafher, and Jemy Boutwell, Eds. (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, f 986), 
236-23 7. 
19' Herbert F. York, "Nuclear Deterrence and the Military Uses of Space" in Weapons in Spce, 
Franklin Long, Donald Hafiier, and Jeffky Boutwell, Eds. (New York: W.W. Norton and 
Company, 1986), 17. 



destruction was one in which the citizens of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. were held 

hostage b y eac h side. 

The debate over SDI in the 1980s was essentially a continuation of the 

debate over ballistic missile defence (BMD) that had occurred in the 1960s and 

1970s. The debate itself continued to rest on the issues of mutual deterrence and 

strategic stability. As discussed below, the failure to account for the changes in 

the political environment in the late 1970s and early 1980s, which were brought 

on by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the election of Ronald Reagan, and the 

end of détente, leant a dubious character to the debate over SDI. This fact, 

combined with the nature of the technology involved in SDI, served to bring 

attention to the significance of the difference between the narrow and broad 

interpretations of the ABM Treaty. 

Proponents of SDl argued that the continued imbaiance in stmtegic 

otyensive arms in favour of the Soviet Union represented a substantial risk to U.S. 

national security interests due to the Soviet ability to make a massive and 

disarming counterforce fint strike. This is the basis for the broad interpretation of 

the Treaty. By taking this position, supporters of SDI attempted to make use of 

Agreed Statement "D," which was a provision in the Treaty that called for 

discussions on the development and testing of system components for stmtegic 

defences based on Other Physical Principles (OPPs), but did not explicitly 

prohibit them. Technology such as high-energy lasers, microwave, and particle 

beams f d  into the category of OPPs. They could be used in any number of 

capacities in strategic defence, from detection to tracking to intercept. 

Ibid 27. 



Advocates of SDI sought to bolster their position with the moral argument 

that it is fùndamentally wrong for states to hold their citizenry hostage in a 

political confrontation, and the suggestion that cooperation in defensive 

procurement could encourage a resort to cuts in strategic offensive arms as a 

rneans of achieving a balance of forces.195 As such, the argument in favour of 

SDI rested on the notion that a strategic deténsive system could be developed and 

deployed and that it would provide near total protection against a massive first 

strike against strategic military targets. 

This contnists with the position taken by opponents of SDI, which 

represented the narrow interpretation of the Treaty. They tended to argue that the 

key to strategic stability was in arms control, through the pursuit of further 

oCfensive constraints under the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) regime, 

rather than by delimiting strategic defences. it cm be argued that they adhered to 

a narrow interpretation of arms control and the ABM Treaty in particular, in so far 

as they pushed for the negotiation of limitations that would restrict the 

development and deployment of system components based on OPPs. Opponents 

of SDI also made a specific point of recalling provisions fiorn the 1967 Outer 

Space Treaty (OST), the ABM Treaty, and others, in order to prevent the 

deployment of space-based systems or components of systems. This brought 

about the important fact that the SDI debate raised the significance of the role of 

outer space in strategic defence to an even greater extent than the earlier debate 

over BMD did. 

'" Robert Bowman. Sîar Wars: A Defence Insiders Case Apinst the Strategic üefense Initiative, 
(Los Angeles: Jeremy P. Tarcher Inc., 1986), 71. 
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in the specific context of the ABM Treaty, the narrow vs. broad debate 

rested on the interpretation of Article V and Agreed Statement D, as they 

pertained to Article 11. In an effort to simpli@ this arrangement some discussion 

of the details of the treaty is necessary.l% 

Article II of the Treaty provides a working definition of ABM systems and 

theu components. ABM systems are d e f d  as those designed to "counter 

strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in fiight trajectory." System 

components defined by Article II are limited to ABM interceptor missiles, ABM 

launchen. and ABM radars. It is particularly significant that reference to ABM 

interceptoa is exclusively limited to "interceptor missiles," and, fiuthennore, that 

M M  launchers are defined as "launchen constnicted and deployed for launching 

ABM interceptor missiles." Article V of the Treaty expressly prohibits the 

development, testing, and deployment of "ABM systems or cornponents which 

are sea-based. Pr-based. space-based, or mobile land-based." Agreed Statement 

D establishes that, in the event that 

ABM systems based on other physical piinciples and including 
components capable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, 
ABM launchers, or ABM radars are created in the future, specific 
limitations on such systems and their components would be subject 
to discussion in accordance with Article XII1 and agreement in 
accordance with Article XIV of the Treaty. 

Those who adhere to a narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty argue that 

Article V of the Treaty clearly prohibits the development and deployment of 

space-based strategic missile defence capabilities. They further suggest that 

1% For greater detaif as to the contents of the Treaty than is ptovided immediately beiow, consult 
the attached appendices 1 and II. 



Agreed Statement D specifies that systems or components based on other physical 

principles that are developed in the fiiture must be subject to limitation under the 

ternis of the Treaty. However, those who adhere to the broad interpretation of the 

Treaty argue that Agreed Statement D merely requires that both parties enter into 

discussions on the limitation of systems or components based on other physical 

principles, should they emerge in the h u e .  They do not cede the point, 

however, that those discussions must result in the limitation of such systems. 

By examining the context of the debate over SDI, this chapter 

demonstrates that in the 1980s strategic doctrine and arms control continued to be 

a function of the perceptions of threat from the political perspective, rather than 

from a pnctical military analysis of actual threats. This fact will be made clear 

through a critique of the arguments for and against the development and 

deployment of a space-based missile defence system or components thereof. 

The Genesis of Star Wars: SDI and the Revival of the Missile Defence Debate 

In an effort to ensure that the SALT 1 regime would achieve a balanced 

control over both offensive and defensive weapons systems, the U.S. delegation 

issued Unilateral Statement A of the ABM Treaty on 9 May 1972. The Statement 

declared that the American delegation wished to emphasize the importance of 

"achieving agreement on more complete limitations on strategic offensive axms, 

following an agreement on an ABM Treaty and on an Agreement on certain 

measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms." The 

Statement goes on to indicate that the Soviet delegation expressed similar beliefs 

and aspirations durhg the course of negotiations. As such, the American 



delegation declared: "[ilf an agreement providing for more cornplete strategic 

offensive amis limitations were not achieved within five years, U.S. supreme 

interests could be jeopardized." in doing so, the U.S. delegation effectively 

inserted an "or else" clause into the SALT agreement, which established the 

kgitimacy of a previously declared means by which it could release the United 

States tiom its Treaty obligations. 

The greatest problem with SALT 1 was that it both prevented the U.S. 

fiom acquiring the means to provide adequate protection for its own ICBMs 

through the construction of more elaborate defences, and it failed to place 

constraints on the Soviet offensive force.19' That no effort was made to redeploy 

Safeguard in spite of this overwhelming failure is testimony to the fact by the mid 

to laie 1970s arms control in the United States was dominated &y those who took 

the n m w  view, prefemng limitations for their own sake rather than keeping the 

broader issue of strategic stability in mind. 

In fact the weakness of the argument in favour of the narrow interpretation 

of amis control is also made evident in SALT II. Negotiations on SALT II began 

in November 1972 in accordance with Article VU of the hterim Agreement on 

the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. The purpose of SALT II was to 

establish a long terni agreement creating equal numbers of strategic delivery 

vehicies between the United States and the Soviet Union. and imposing certain 

qualitative restrictions in an effort to guarantee tùture strategic stability. The 

proposed agreement pertained specifically to ICBMS, SLBMs, heavy bombers, 

'" PFaltzgraK Robert L. Ir., "Spsce and Secunty" in lntemational Secutiw Dimensions of Soaee, 
Uri Ra'anan and Robert L. PfaltzgraîTJr., Eds. (Handen, CT: Archon Books, 1984), 266-267. 



and MiRV technology. What made SALT II so impractical was that it pretended 

that qualitative and quantitative parity between the two superpowers strategic 

offensive forces were the only factors relevant to the maintenance of strategic 

stability. In fact, strategic stability was a function of the relative relationships 

between offensive capability, strategic targeting requirements, and the defensive 

capabilities, both active and passive, of both sides. To suggest that by imposing 

aggregate limits of 2400 ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers, and 1320 MIRVs, 

SALT II could promote strategic stability is absurd. Such a strategy towards amis 

control does not account for divergences in the number of targets that each side 

might need to engage in order to represent a sufficient credible detenent threat. 

Nor does it account for the kind of targets that would need to be engaged, which 

in and of itself has some bearing on the kind and quantity of warheads and 

delivery vehicles that would have to be tasked for them. It is tnie that both sides 

had completed strategic target assessments prior to negotiations. and may have 

even shared some of this information with each other. However, the emphasis on 

numerical parity Ieads one to wonder what the relationship was between the force 

levels proposed in SALT II and the actual deterrent requirements of Soviet and 

Arnerican Strategic offensive forces. 

By October 1977 no new agreement had been reached and negotiations for 

the SALT II program were proceeding very slowly. Thus the previously declared 

grounds for the U.S. repudiation of the Treaty had k e n  met.19* in spite of this, 

the United States under President Jimmy Carter declined either to abandon the 

'" Keith B. Payne, "lntroduction and OveMew of Policy rssues" in Laser Weawns in Smce: 
Policv and Doctrine, Keith B. Payne, Ed. (Boulder, Westview Press, l983), 12- 13. 



ABM Treaty or to redeploy Safeguard or any other missile defence system. 

Though the SALT il agreement was signed in Vienna on 18 Iune 1979, it was 

withdrawn fiom Senate consideration. President Carter requested this action on 3 

Januiuary 1980 in response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. The failure to 

establish more complete controls over strategic offensive arms under the SALT 

regime resulted in a renewed attempt at arms control with the Strategic Amis 

Reduction Treaty (START). Obstructions to the negotiation and implementation 

of START wodd also present themselves. One of the principal impediments was 

the Soviet demand, and the US reluctance, to prohibit the development of the 

Strategic Defense initiative (SDI) program. 

On 20 August 198 1 the Soviets introduced a Draft Treaty on the 

prohibition of the stationing of weapons of any kind in outer space to the United 

Nations Geneial ~ s s e m b l ~ . ~ *  The Soviet proposal called for a general ban on the 

positioning of ail weapons, including those using conventionai high explosives 

and systems based on OPPs such as lasers and particle beams, in space. The 

proposal was a result of Soviet concerns over improvements in American ASAT 

capabilities. Taiks over the Soviet proposal soon broke down however when the 

Soviet Union insisted on including the space shuttle as a potential ASAT weapon 

platfocm.200 At the UNGA meeting in November 198 1 several Western Eutopean 

'" Hafher, Donald L.. "Assessing the President's Vision: The Fletcher, Miller and Hohan 
Panels" in Weamns in S~ace, Franklin Long, Donald Haher, and Jeffiey Boutwell, Eds. (New 
York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1986), 85. 
" This was particularly problematic for the Americans as article 3 ofthe Soviet proposai allowed 
for the destruction of non-cornpliant systems. Hafiier, 89. According to O. V. Bogdanov, the 
Soviets were simply seeking an agreement fiom the Americans that would prevent the shuttle, or 
any reusable launch vehicle, tiom carrying weapons of  any kind. He suggests that by proposing 
the DraA Treaty the Soviets were attempting to head off an impending amis race in space that 
would be difficult to control once it had begun. Bogdanov, "Banning All Weapons in Outer 



countries suggested that the agenda of the spring 1982 session include discussions 

geared towards preventing an amis race in space and prohibiting ASAT 

development. The Soviet Union respoaded by issuing a couater proposal of a 

discussion on a general ban on weapons in outer space. While both the Amencan 

and Soviet proposals for the agenda of the spring session of the üNGA in 1982 

were passed, there was little hope that the discussions would lead to an agreement 

of any substance. From the outset the Americans called the Soviet position 

hypocritical since the Soviets themselves had an ASAT capability already 

deployed. The Amencans also brought attention to the fact that the Soviets had a 

long history of trying to deploy various weapon systems in space, including the 

198 1 docking of the Cosmos 1267 to the Salyut 6 space station.'*' 

Some opponents of SDI argued that the Reagan administration was 

aîtempting to solve a political problem with technical means. York notes that 

there is a long history of States making security problems worse by relying on 

technological innovation to provide a solution to political problems.202 Others, 

such as Tirman, took the position that because al1 systems would be "less than 

perîèct," SDI codd not hope to hlfill the mission described in President Reagan's 

speec h.'03 

Space" in Outer S~ace - A New Dimension of the Arms Race, Bhupendra Jasani, Ed. (SIPRI, 
1982), 327-328. 
"' The Americans claimed that Cosmos 1267 canied several miniature homing vehicles aboard, 
designed to perform an anti-space craft role. Hafher, "Assessing the President's Vision", 86-87. 
" According io York, a lincar progression of technological developments that only served to 
h ther  complicate inter-state relations can be traced fiorn the origins of air power, to air defence 
and nuclear weapons, to ballistic missiles, to BMD and MiRV technology, to improvements in the 
accuracy of strategic offensive systems leading to a significant counterforce fkst sttike capability. 
30. 
" John Tirman, '*The Politics of Star Wars" in Em~ty  Promise: The Gmwine Case Aesinst Star 
Wars, John Tirman, Ed. (Boston: Beacon Press, I986), 33. 



In 1980 Secretary of Defense Harold Brown had aLready a~ounced  

publicly that that the U.S. ICBM force was on the verge of vulnerability to a 

massive Soviet fust strike. According to Gray this trend was recognized as early 

as 1974, when the DoD issued National Secwity Decision Memorandum 242, 

which called for a move fiom a countervalue targeting strategy, which 

emphasized the targeting of sofi targets such as cities, towards a counterforce 

strategy that made room for more limited strike options? Thus the groundwork 

for a shifi in U.S. strategic doctrine had been laid long before Reagan came to 

power. 

Payne has argued that the Soviet offensive build up was taken as a sign 

that the Soviet Union was unconcerned about the concept of crisis stability and 

that it fostered the idea that the U.S.'s first priotity needed to shifi towards a 

concept of force s~rvivabili t~. '~~ According to Payne's argument, the Soviet 

Union employed a counterforce targeting strategy. Given such an emphasis, he 

suggests that the assured survivability of a given number of Amencan strategic 

offensive forces would negate any Soviet temptation for pre-emptive attack, as the 

United States would be guaranteed to have the ability to counter attack. 

Kirkpatrick claimed that a return to an emphasis on strategic defence and 

the deployment of a space-based system was inevitab~e.~'~ For Kirkpatrick, BMD 

provided an opportunity to make a rare shifl in the national security policy of the 

2w Colin Gray, "The Strategic Nuclear Policy of the Reagan Administration: Trends, Problems, 
and the Potential Relevance of Space Based Laser Weapons" in Laser Weawns in Smce: Policv 
and Doctrine, Keith B. Payne, Ed. (Boulder: Westview Press, 1983), 217, 
'O5 Payne, 6; Wallace E. Kirkpatrick, "Space and ICBM Defence: U.S. and Soviet Programs, With 
Special Emphasis on Boost Phase and Midcourse Ballistic Missile Defence" in International 
Securitv Dimensions of Space, Uri Ra'anan and Robert ffilagraff lr., Eds. (Handen, CT: Archon 
Books, 1984), 59. 



superpowers. He believed that by reducing the value of offensive nuclear 

weapons, such a system would bbcontribute to a rational" for reducing the size of 

nuclear aisenals. Clearly this stands in absolute opposition to the daim made by 

opponents of BMD, that a defensive emphasis only encourages offensive 

proliferation in order to compensate."' In stating that BMD has the ability to 

reduce the value of offensive weapons Kukpatrïck makes the sssumption that 

such a system could be developed and deployed, that would provide a ~ ~ c i e n t l y  

robust defence as to guarantee the survivd of a retaliatory strike capability, even 

der  a massive first strike. 

Schneider makes a similar contention when he says that the Soviet 

Union's ICBM capability caused the notion of strategic defence to be 

overshadowed by the concept of strategic deterrence in the Soviet d ni on.^'^ He 

goes on to repeat the daim that SDI was a response based on moral grounds, to 

the fàct that the citizens of nuclear States are "at the front" so to speak, and are 

only about 30 minutes away from total annihilation during a time of crisis. 

Schneider maintains that even if SDI proves to be incapable of providing the 

citizens of a given country with a leak proof umbrella agaùist nuclear attack, it 

can protect a country's retaliatory forces and its command, control, and 

communications (c3) capabilities. In so doing, he argues, SDI has the potential to 

prornote deterrence stabi lity? While Schneider's anal ysis appears to be fair1 y 

'O6 Ibid, 69. 
'O7 Tirman. 3 1-32, 
'O" Barry R. Schneider, "Space Based Lasers and the Evolution o f  Strategic Thought" in Laser 
Weabons in S~ace: Policv and Doctrine, Keith B. Payne, Ed., (Boulder Weshriew Press, t983), 
182, 
'09 Schneider acknowledges that, in reality technologieal problems severely limit the influence that 
a space-based laser missile defence system may have on the force structure and süategic doctrine 



logical, such a strategy only enhances deterrence when the side deploying the 

defensive system would otherwise be at a strategic disaâvantage in offensive 

anns. Where one side has an offensive advantage or where rough parity exists, 

the deployment of a comprehensive, near leak proof system would only serve to 

unbalance m e r  the strategic relationship. 

It is important to remember that the emphasis of SDI was in providing a 

credible hard target defence, wbich would enhance the security of citizens living 

in and around sofi target areas through its contribution to deterrence stability. 

Payne suggests that the deployment of BMD forces in defence of cities would 

have represented a serious misallocation of resources since the Soviet Union was 

unconcerned with the vulnerability of American ~ities.~" Given the unique 

strategic advantage that they enjoyed at the time, the Soviet Union was more 

interested in the vulnerability of American strategic offensive Forces. By 

combining a quantitative advantage in offensive forces with a counterforce 

targeting smtegy against unprotected Arnerican forces the Soviet Union was able 

to tilt the strategic balance slightly in its favour, just as the Arnerican had in the 

1950s and early 1960s." l Therefore, the key to maintainhg a crediblr deterrent 

threat in the face of a Soviet strategic advantage was to improve the survivability 

of U.S. strategic forces rather than to maintain societal vulnerability. According 

to Payne, a comprehensive missile defence capability for American ICBMs 

represented the only way to achieve the ultimate goal of m s  control: the 

- -  

of either superpower, 183-1û4. See a h ;  PJ. Nahin, "Orbital BMD and the Space Patrol" in Outer 
Space - A New Dimension of the A r m s  Race, Bhupendra Jasani, Ed. (SIPRI, 19821,243; Gray, 
T h e  Strategic Nuclear Policy of the Reagan Administration", 2 18. 
''O Payne, 7. 



avoidance of w d 2  Once again, the argument in favour of SDI assumes a near 

total defence capability. 

Some proponents of missile defence suggested that a BMD system that 

integrated the use of a space-based laser would contribute to deterrence stability 

not by its actual defence capability per se, but by its ability to induce the Soviet 

Union to return to the negotiating table by threatening the credibility of its fmt 

strike capability. Reference was made to systems such as Sentinel, which 

histohlly encouraged the Soviets to negotiate an arms control agreement by 

threatening their counterforce ~a~abilities.~" That this was such an effective 

strategy is interpreted as king indicative of the fact that Soviet strategic doctrine 

was based on an assessment of its ability to fight and win a war against NATO 

forces, from limited conventional to fùll scale nuclear conflict. Counterforce 

targeting and the ability to wipe out a significant number of Amencan strategic 

ballistic missile forces to degrade seriously its retaliatory capability were essentid 

elements of this doctrine. While this was the Soviet strategy, this mode1 of the 

way SDI couid contribute to stability also assumes a very high level of 

technological capability. It is one of the curious characteristics of the missile 

defence debate tiom the late 1960s to the 1980s. that elements both within the 

Soviet Union and the United States continued io make this assumption, and 

moreover, it seems to have actually had some influence in getting both sides to 

engage in arms control negotiations. 

-- -. - 

'" Bowrnan, 7 1. 
212 Payne, 1. 
"' Ibid, 8-9. 



Some advocates of SDI, such as Nahin, have even argueù that by moving 

war into outer space, life on earth might become inherently d e r .  This argument 

is based on the observation that most targets in "space war" would be property 

intensive, rather than hu~nan?~ Opponents ofthis position argue that a "clean" 

war in space might undermine deterrence by being t w  tempting to resist. The 

idea that space war could enhance stability also ignores the extremely high 

probability that it would be impossible to contain hostilities in outer space, and 

thnt at some point they would be redirected towards terrestrial targets. 

Payne suggests that because space-based components of an SDI system 

would be particularly vulnerable to ASAT technology, such a system would 

appear fairly hi& on the target priority list of the Soviet  nio on.^'* In essence he 

suggests that by inserting SDI as a priority on the Soviet target list, which would 

be done to maximize Soviet offensive potential, the US. could reduce the 

feasibility of a surprise Soviet attack. This once again assumes that the Soviet 

Union would deem the SDI system to represent a sufficient threat to its offensive 

capability to warrant that it be targeted and degraded prior to a massive ICBM 

launc h. 

As Tirman notes, a space weapons regime could lead to nuclear war rather 

than to better deterrence due to the complexity of the interdependence of space- 

"%ahin, 24 1 -242. 
"' Payne. 5. Colonel Charles Heimach proposed a similar, though costly and impractical, solution 
to the vulnerability of Amencan space assets. He suggested Chat the U.S. could place so many 
satellites in orbit that the Soviet's could not possible target enough of them to make a difference 
in Amencan warfighting capability. While this approach could, in theory, work, it would surely 
prove to be prohibitively expensive. Thomas Karas, The New Hi& Ground: Svstems and 
Weapons of S~ace Aaed War, (New York: Simon and Schuster, l983), 168. It is however 
important to note that some advocates argued that SDI could be interpreted as a means of building 
a winnable economic rivalry with the Soviet Union for the United States, Tirman, 30. 



based systems and nationai security requiiements on earth.2'6 The emergence of 

the difficult question of the "control of space" also emerges when one begins to 

consider the implications of establishing a military space regime. The problems 

pertaining to the notion of sovereignty and national secwity that are ûssociated 

with the idea of the control of space would almost certainly have k e n  suilhient 

to degrade seriously relations between the U.S. and the Soviet Union had it been 

tabled for open discussion as part of the SDI debate. 

Bowman has argued that proposed SDI systems are not comprised of 

weapons systems that are strictly defensive in nature. as are Anti Aircrafl guns 

and shore batteries. Instead, he claims that space-based weapons could 

potentially be directed against terrestrial tmgets in an offensive mode.2" Such a 

capability provides a likely transition from "Star Wars" to ground wars. 

It is also clear that space war could hopelessly complicate the debate over 

which types of weapons are and are not pemitted for deployment. As Goedhuis 

suggests, one such example would involve a reinterpretation of the definition of 

weapoas of rnass destruction. Mer ail, when employed in an ASAT role for 

exmple, it might be argued that weapons are incapable of "destroying masses," 

thus creating a whole new area of debate."' The challenges faced by both the 

U.S. and the Soviet Union in maintaining a workable level of strategic stability 

were severe enough without complicating them any M e r  by indulging in this 

kind of adventurism. 

"6 ibid, 126-127. 
''' Signitiuntly, Bowman was the Director ofthe USAF SDI program between 1976-1978,73. 



Some opponents of SDI claimed that a comprehensive defensive 

capability would lead to crisis instability as describeci by the theory of reciprocal 

fears of preemption.2'9 According to this theory, the possession of a substantial 

counterforce fvst strike capability as well as a comprehensive SDI capability by 

the U.S. would encourage the U.S. to make a preemptive first strike if it felt it 

could win a nuclear war against the Soviets. This capability would, in tm, 

compel the Soviet Union to preempt the Americans with an attack of their own. 

Payne correctly dismisses these arguments as untenable since they assume. first, 

that the Soviet Union would be fearful of the offensive capability of the 

Americans to degrade seriously its own retaliatory capability and, second, that the 

Soviet Union's first strike would be capable of neutralizing U.S. forces.u0 This 

second assumption seems particularly contradictory to the theory of reciprocal 

fears of preemption as it implies that the American SDI system would not pose a 

serious threat to the ability of Soviet strategic forces to reach their targets. 

In his criticism of SDI, Karas has argued that, in fact, both active and 

passive defences jeopardize MAD by limiting the "assured destruction" capability 

that the other side relies on as a deterrent threat. According to Karas, "The 

psychology of the balance of terror has made it more and more dificult for 

"' D. Goedhuis, "What Additional Arms Conml Measutes Related to Outer Space Could be 
Proposed" in Outer Sbace - A New Dimension of the Arms Race, Bhupendra Jasani, Ed. (SIPRI, 
1982), 308. 
"9  Payne, 1; George Raihjens, and Jack Ruina, 'BMD and Sirategic Stability" in Weapons in 
S~ace. Franklin Long, Donald Hafner, and Jefiky BoutweIl, Eds. (New Yotkr W.W. Norton and 
Company, l986), 252. 
"O Payne also notes that, during the early 1980 's  the United States had, at best, a limited 
counterforce strike capability, able to destroy oniy about 30% of Soviet SS- 1 T s ,  SS- 18*s, and SS- 
193, and that an SDf system could not reasonably be expected to destroy al1 of the remaining 
7P?, 3-5. 



democracies to accept the risks of employing force at any level.'"' Karas' 

argument is weakened by two assumptions. The fmt is that a balance in strategic 

offensive capability already exists. In making this assumption Karas forgets that 

SDI was a response to that imbalance in the f h t  place. Second, he assumes that 

the defensive capability will be technologically capable of threatening the 

enemy's assured destruction capability. 

Others, such as Garthoff, suggest that rather than pursuing a doctrine 

based on strategic defence, national security would be better served by making an 

effort to improve political relations and encourage more discussions on amis 

control, perhaps even the joint development of a BMD system? This position 

cm be associated with the above-mentioned argument that those who support SDI 

are essentially trying to solve a political problem by purely technical means." 

What both arguments miss is the fact that if diplornatic negotiations or other 

political means were effective in managing the relationship between the 

superpowers in the first place, neither side would ever perceive the need to resort 

to a defensive strategic doctrine to ensure its own security or to compel the other 

side to negotiate. 

Schneiter also made this assumption when he argwd that, in the absence 

of the ABM Treaty, which would almost certainly be dissolved if a 

comprehensive SDI system were developed and deployed, it would be much more 

"' Thomas Karas, The New Hieh Gmund: Svstems and Weapons of Spce Aged War, (New 
York: Simon and Schuster? 1983), 189; Peter Clausen, "Transition Improbable: Ams Control and 
SDi" in E m ~ t v  Promise: The Growin~ Case Aminst Star Wars, John Tirman, Ed. (Boston: Beacon 
hss ,  1986), 198-199. 
" Raymond L. Ganhoff, "BMD and East-West Relations" in Ballistic Missile Defense, Ashton 
Cartet and David Schwarîz, Eds. (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, l9%4), 328-329. 
See also, Clausen, 20 1. 



ciifficuit to place constraints on strategic offensive arms." By now it should be 

quite clear that the assumption that SDI would provide a near leak proof defence 

against nuclear attack is a common one made by those who argue that it would be 

a severely destabilizing element in U.S.-Soviet strategic relations. The 

importance of the distinction between the perception of SDI as a virtually leak 

proof umbrella against nuclear attack and the reality of SDI as a comprehensive, 

layered missile defence program, which, though very effective, could not provide 

adequate protection against a concerted nuclear attack, can not be overstated. Al1 

arguments for and against development and deployment rest to one degree or 

another on the way SDI has been comrnonly perceived, rather than on what was, 

and is, technically feasible. 

In spite of the fact that the grounds for Amencan abrogation of the Treaty 

had been established in 1977. no mention was made in the Treaty Reviews of 

November, 1977 and December, 1982 of any intentions to revise or withdraw 

fiom the Treaty. In fact both the United States and the Soviet Union reaffirmed 

their commitment to the ABM Treaty, even though an irnbalance in strategic 

offensive arms existed and the prospects for reaching an agreement to resolve the 

problem were few and far between. Equally significant is the fact that, 

throughout this period, the Soviet Union continued its pursuit of strategic 

offensive advantage, while President Reagan continued to stand behind his 

statement of intent to develop and deploy an SDI system. Clearly, during this 

" Karas, 192. 
-' Schneiter, 244, 



period an obvious need to amend, if not dissolve, the ABM Treaty in order to 

support American strategic policy objectives existed. 

Jones has argued that the reason space-based systems were not a big part 

of the Treaty Review in 1982, is that they were seen as "far fiiture" systems not 

likely to impact heavily on strategic relations between the s ~ ~ e r ~ o w e r s . ~ ~  

However, given that Reagan delivered his famous speech in March 1983, it seems 

likely that some in his administration wodd have k e n  considering this 

technology in December, 1982. Jones aiso suggests that the fact that the Soviet 

Union had a "relatively near term" space-based laser missile defence capability 

meant that the Amencans chose not to table the issue of removing constraints on 

such systems until they could M e r  develop their o ~ n . ~ ~  Assuming the 

Arnericans did in fact suspect the Soviets of being close to developing a Star Wars 

type capability, this hypothesis might hold up. However, given that the Soviet 

Union was placing an emphasis on the development of its offensive capability md 

that Reagan announced his SDI plan within three months of the Treaty Review, 

ihis too seems unlikely. 

Technical Considerations in the Strategic Defence Initiative 

initiai responsibility for intensive research and development on SDI was 

given to a group headed by James Fletcher called the Defense Technology Study 

Team (DTST); one of three groups initially asked to conduct a feasibility study on 

" Alan M. Jones Ir., "Implications of  Amis Control Agreements and Negotiations for Space 
Based BMD Lasers" in Laser Weapns in S~ace: Policv and Doctrine, Keith B. Payne, Ed. 
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1983), 71-72. See also; Goedhuis, 306; Karas, 175. 
"' Thomas Karas has argued that resistance to the development of new amis contml agreements 
pemining to space was partially attributable to a concem within the U.S. space community, that 
with an agreement in place, Congress would assume Soviet cornpliance and decide not to support 
fiinding for measures that would ensure the survivability of American space assets, 174. 



SDI in the Summer of 1983. Frankün Miller headed a second inter-agency group 

whose feasibility report was the only one that was not declassified." The third 

smdy was done by Fred Hohan's Future Security Strategy Study Team, whose 

declassined report was only slightly shorter than the classified version at twelve 

pages in length. While the contents of the Miller report are unknown, it seems 

clear that the report provided the Reagan administration what it needed to proceed 

with the vigorous research and development of SDI. Interestingly, while the 

Fletcher and H o h a n  reports do not dismiss the possibility of developing such a 

system, neither do they suggest that success would be likely. 

Haher has suggested that the reports were carefully worded so as not to 

embarras the President by declaring that his great hope for future peace and 

stability was a technological impossibility."8 In order to accomplish this, the 

Fletcher report devised a conceptual outline of a multi-tired defence system 

capable of boost phase intercept (BPI), mid-course intercept, anci terminal phase 

inter~e~t."~ As Hafner points out however, the report makes proficient use of 

evasive language such as "meaninghl levels of defense" in reference to mid- 

"' According to Hafner. responsibility for making SDI happen eventually went to the Miller group 
as the other two were disbanded aAer the summer of 1983, "Assessing the President's Vision", 96. 
"' tbid, 93. 
" Boost Phase Intercept refers to the destruction of the missile in that portion of its tiight. which 
occurs at and immediately af?er launch. During this period the prirnary rocket, or booster, will fire 
for between three to six minutes for ICBM's and two to three minutes for SLBM's, providing the 
missile with the necessary thrust to begin its flight. Mid-course intercept occurs as the missile 
traverses the middle part of it ballistic flight path. During this period the missile reaches its apex 
and therefore interception may occur in space, depending on the range and trajectory of the 
missile. At some point during the mid-course flight the missile may deploy decoys and other 
penetration aids to confùse BMD systems and enhance the probability of the wahead reaching its 
target. This is also the period during which multiple waheads may debus h m  their carrier and 
begin to deorbit. Finally, terminal phase intercept refers to the interception of incoming warheads 
after they have re-entered the earth's atmosphere and have begun their final descent to their target 
area. interception during this pen'od of missile/warhead flight is extremely difficult owing to the 
fact that the inbound ptojectile is moMng very quickly, is quite small due to the jettisoning of 



course and terminal phase defence capabilities, and "effective defense" in 

reference to BPI. When it cornes to providing an empincal assessment of real 

intercept capability, the report hypothesizes that a leakage rate of ten percent for 

each phase of intercept would result in an overall success rate of ninety-nine point 

nine percent. However, as H&r says, this assessment is not based on my 

technical analysis but is merely a mathematical fact based on the arbitrary 

selection of ten percent as the leakage rate?' Haher goes on to assert that some 

people have clahed that the classified version of the Fletcher report indicated 

that a success rate of ninety-nine point nine percent was absolutely not feasible. 

The H o h a n  report represented a variation on the theme introduced in the 

Fletcher report by outlining a multi-tiered defence system, which could be 

deployed in stages, starting with an Anti-Tactical Ballistic Missile (ATBM) 

capability and moving on to deployment of mid-course and BPI systems. Slightly 

more pessimistic than the Fletcher report, the Hofian study group determined 

that a maximum etriciency of ninety-four percent could be expected for such a 

system. As such the report did not support Reagan's vision of an SDI capability 

that would revolutionize American strategic doctrine because even a six percent 

leakage rate would infiict an excessive amount of damage.*' 

In spite of the fact that the reports were somewhat contradictory in their 

conciusions and did not explicitly state that the development of an SDI system 

with a near total defence capability was feasible, Secretary of Defense Casper 

ptimary and possibly secondary rocket boosters, is Iikely king assisted by several penetration 
ai&, and may have a somewhat irregular flight path due to atmospheric effects. 

Hafher, "Assessing the President's Vision", 94. 
"id, 97-98. 



Weinberger in his summaries of the Fletcher and Hoffman reports and in his own 

general report, lefi the impression that a general consensus had k e n  reached on 

the feasibility of such a ~ ~ s t e r n . ~ ~  Thus the rationale was established for the 

pursuit of research and development of SDI, or as it was referred to in the popular 

press, "Star Wars." 

SDI was intended to provide a virtually impregnable defense of the 

continental United States against strategic nuclear attack by deploying integrated 

detection and interception units in outer space. Depending on the sensitivity of 

the detection system and the height of its orbit, SDI could, theoretically, provide 

an effective defense against an lCBM attack launched fiom anywhere in the 

world. The basic concept of the SDI system consists of five sections each 

responsible for a different aspect of the progmm."3 The first, Surveillance 

Acquisition Discrimination and Ki11 Assessment (SADKA), was responsible for 

the development of both earth and space-based sensor systems. Directed Energy 

Weapons (DEW) oversaw the development of weapons systems based on "other 

physical principles," such as the use of lasers and particle beams. Kinetic Energy 

Weapons (KEW) was the section responsible for the development of weapons 

systems based on intercepter missiles and electromagnetic acceleration weapons 

(a.k.a. "Rail Guns"). Battle Management/Command, Control, and 

Communications (BM/c~) was responsible for the development of computer 

hardware, software, and communications needed to complete the integration of al1 

the elements involved in SDI. And tinally, the Survivability and Critical 

Ibid, 92. 



Technologies department was tasked with identifying and defeating possible 

Soviet countenneasures to SDI. 

In order to have any hope of meeting the demands of BPI a strategic 

deknce system had to have at lest some of its components, the weapon system in 

pdcular, based in space? This problem arises as a result of the brevity of the 

boost phase of ballistic missile launch. In less than six minutes an SDI system has 

to be able to detect missile launch, identiQ it as a threat, track the missile as it 

ascends towards space, defend itself from countemeasures designed to destroy it, 

and finally engage the target with its weapon system. 

Furthemore, in order to ensw that the interceptor weapon can reach its 

target before it changes its trajectory and enters the mid-course portion of its 

ballistic flight, it is desirable to employ a weapon system based on what the ABM 

Treaty refers to as other physical principles."5 This means that rather than using 

interceptor missiles to shoot down a ballistic missile in boost phase, SDI would 

likely have to employ a laser or particle beam type ~ e a p o n ? ~  While the use of 

components based on other physical principles is subject to discussion under 

Agreed Statement D and Articles MI1 and XiV of the Treaty, the need to place 

"' Edward Luttwak. and Stuart Koehl, The Dictionary of Modem War, (New York: HarperCollins 
Publishers, 199 1 ), 568. 
'Y Hans Bethe, Jefiey Boutwell. and Richard Garwin, "BMD Technologies and Concepts in the 
1980s" in Weamns in S~ace, (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1986), 63-64. 
"' Ibid, 55-56. 
"' The use of lasers to destroy ballistic missiles with an SDI system would involve either direct 
attack from a space-based weapons platfom or indirect attack, in which a ground based laser 
would be fired and reflected off of large mirrors placed in space. I n W d  chernical lasers, 
electrically driven ultraviolet lasers and 6ee-electron lasers would destroy their targets by burning 
a hole through their protective skin. X-ray lasers could destroy their targets by generating a shock 
wave that would disrupt essential cornponents in the missile's guidance and control system. The 
draw back of x-ray lasers is that :hey can not be used with mirtors, nor can they be fired fbrn very 
long ranges. For fùrther details on laser, particle beam and other technology in SDI see Bethe, 
Boutwell, and Ganvin, 60-65. 



signifiant components in space posed the most signiscant threat to the continued 

utility of the ABM Treaty in rnanaging U.S. Soviet relations during the 1980s. 

Unlike missiles in the launch phase of their flight, missiles in mid course 

are very difficult if not impossible to detect with space-based satellites due to 

their rather low infrared signature?' In order to track missiles in mid-course 

flight, it is necessary for the SDI system to illuminate hem, either with laser 

designators or radar signals. However, the ability of strategic offensive weapon 

systems to deploy decoys and make use of smoke and other means of obscuring 

detection and tracking systems dramatically reduces the ability of SDI to 

distinguish legitimate targets from decoys. continue to track hem, and ultimately 

destroy them before they enter the terminal phase of their flight trajectory. 

Tracking missiles in the terminal phase of their flight trajectory is much 

easier than in the mid-course phase of flight. improvements in radar technology 

and cornputer processing speed have been particularly significant in making 

identification and tracking during terminal phase flight much casier?' The 

effects of the earth's atmosphere cause decoys, which are lighter than real 

warheads. to enter the atmosphere and descend to earth at a slower rate than 

warheads. Therefore it is relatively easy to identitj the warheads and task an 

intercepter to destroy them. While some countermeasures are possible for 

warheads in terminal flight, such as the ability to alter course at high speed 

thereby changing trajectory or by exploding in the atmosphere before they can be 

intercepted, the greatest challenge to terminal phase intercept is in determinhg 

Ibid, 57-58. 
Ibid 58-60. 



how to integrate it effectively as part of a broader system. The problem lay in the 

fact that if deployed to defend cities and other such soft targets the terminal 

defence systems needs to be one-hundred percent effective if it is to have any 

value what~oever?~ On the other hand, if deployed to defend missile silos and 

other such hard targets, a certain amont of losses will be acceptable, thereby 

reducing the demands placed on the system. Since developing and deploying a 

perfect terminal defence system would be prohibitively costly, even if it were 

technologically possible, deployment as part of the layered defence capability of 

SDI necessitates that an emphasis be placed on the defence of strategic forces. In 

addition to the financial and technical problems that stood in the way of the 

m e r  development and deployment of the strategic defence initiative, the rather 

significant problem of system cornpliance with the ABM Treaty was an important 

issue that needed to be acknowledged. The implications of these circumstances 

for strategic doctrine and arms control will be discussed below. 

Im~licatioas of the ABM Treatv for the Debate over SDI 

The complexity of the task assigned to SDI required the development of 

highly advanced military technologies to ensure mission success. The obstacle 

that the 1972 ABM treaty presented to the development of these technologies was 

central to the debate over SDI that emerged in the 1980s, and persists in the 

debate over National Missile Defence (NMD) tday. As has already k e n  

discussed, the Soviet Union's advantage in strategic offensive a m i s  created a very 

unique problem for the United States. in order for President Reagan's proposed 

Star Wars plan to have any hope of representing a credible conter-balance to the 

'19 Ibid 60. 



Soviet missile tbreat, SDI would have to incorporate extremely costly, and very 

advanced technologies, most of which had oniy been developed to the conceptual 

or experimental stage. Moreover, it was generally acknowledged that the pursuit 

of an intensive research and development agenda of these technologies could 

threaten to compromise the ABM Treaty in specific and the utility of arms control 

in the management of conflict in general.240 Given that the ABM Treaty was the 

principal bilateral agreement between the superpowers and that it was widely 

regarded as instrumental in the strengthening of relations in the 1970s and helped 

to prevent the total deterioration of relations throughout the 1980s the 

development of a solution to the situation was of paramount importance."' 

According to Schneiter, the successfbl amendment of the ABM Treaty 

could be interpreted, as a tremendous boost for the status of amis control as it 

would demonstrate that even a long tem arms control regime could be capable of 

changing to retlect new developments in the political-strategic context."* This 

can be characterized as an example of the broad interpretation of arms control. 

Conversely, Schwartz ernploys the n m w  interpretation when he claims that the 

amendment of the Treaty in order to facilitate the deployment of an effective 

system for defending the MX-Peacekeeper ICBM would serve to undermine the 

diplornatic utility of anns control, and thus threaten to compromise al1 Cold War 

arms control agreements between the superpowers." Apparently Schwartz 

places greater value on the principle of "sticking to an agreement," even if it has 

" Payne, 9- I I ; A.M. Din. "The Prospects for Beam Weapons" in Outer S~ace  - A New 
Dimension of the Arms Race, Bhupendra Jasani, Ed. (SIPRI, 1982), 238. 
'jl Schneiter, 243. 
'52 Ibid, 245. 



outlasted its utility, than he does on ensuring that strategic stability is presewed. 

In any event, it seerns clear that he has failed to recognize the Clausewitzian 

phciple that, as the social and political context changes over time, so does the 

nature and character of conflict, and that, as the character of conflict changes, so 

must the means of managing it. 

The question of how the development and deployment of SDI would 

affect Soviet-American strategic relations and the role played by anns control in 

the management OC those relations was easily the most contentious issue in the 

debate over SDI. While on the surface it appears as though the debate over SDI 

in the 1980s revolved around the same set of issues as the debate over missile 

defence deployment in the 1960s and 1970s, there is one important difference 

with respect to the relationship between the debate and amis control. Whereas the 

early debate over BMD was seemingly resolved by the ABM Treaty, which 

established the relationship between anns control and deterrence in national 

policy, the debate over SDI called in to question the value of the ABM Treaty as a 

means of preserving stability between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

While Gray does tend to over-emphasize the Soviet propensity to seek 

advantage in arms control negotiations relative to the Amencan tendency to do 

the same. his assessrnent of anns control is usefil in examining the debate over 

SDI in the 1980s? Generally speaking, Gray presents a perspective of the amis 

control process in which agreements are entered into for domestic political 

reasons, more so than for military/strategic reasoas, in relative ignorance of how 

243 Schwartz, 353, 



the theones of anns control, deterrence, strategic stability, and the causes of war 

interact with each other. These factors combined with asymmetrical bargaining 

power, the ski11 of individual negotiators, the habit of contracthg parties to try to 

seek some sort of advantage (if ody in the fonn of leverage for fiiture 

negotiations), and a general lack of consensus on a sûategy for making arms 

control work, pose a significant challenge to the ability of arms control 

agreements to meet their three principal objectives? 

As Gray points out, the vagaries of the language in the nine arms control 

treaties and agreements periaining to space that were developed between 1963 

and 1979 subjects hem to legalistic analyses. which open these agreements to a 

variety of potentially contentious interpretations?46 It is generally acknowiedged 

that, under these treaties and agreements the following activities are prohibited: 

the deployment of nuclear weapons in space; the development, field testing and 

deployment of space-based interceptor missiles or space-based components based 

on other physical pnnciples against strategic missiles or their components in 

tlight; the replacement of conventional BMD system components with new ones 

based on OPPs; and the operational deployment of a fixed ground based laser and 

'U Colin Gray, Amencan Military S~ace Policv: Information Svstems. Weawn Svstems and Arms 
Controi, (Cambridge, Mas: Abt Books, 1982), 75-78. 
'" The t h e  principk objectives of anns control according to Gray are: to reduce the risk of the 
occurrence of war, to reduce the level of darnage in war, and to reduce the costs ofdefence - 

readiness in anticipation of war, 76. 
'" The nine agreements identified by Gray are: the Limited Test Ban Treaty (1963). Outer Space 
Treaty (1967), Intemational Telecommunications Convention, Hotline Modemization Agreement 
( 197 1 ), Accidental Measures Agreement ( t 97 1) and Prevention of Nuclear War Agreement 
(1973), ABM Treaty (1972). lnterim Agreement on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
( 1 9X?), Convention and Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space (1 979, and finally, 
the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (1979), which was never ratitied. Ibiâ, 
79-80. 



its components."' However, laboratory research and testing of components for 

space-based missile defence systems in an ABM mode, the development and 

testing of space-based laser components for purposes other than ABM mode 

testing, the development, testing and deployment of a space-based laser ASAT 

capability, the development and testing of fixed land-based BMD lasers, the 

augmentation of BMD system components with ones based on other physical 

piinciples, and the "substantial partial testing of components for space-based 

BMD lasers while prohibiting full system testing and deployment of such 

systems," were al1 pedtted at the 

The wide variety of activities that are not expressly prohibited by 

agreements, and therefore are implicitly permitted allow for the development of 

technology related to the construction of mobile land-based BMD systems such as 

the Sentry system, as well as to technology used in space-based laser ~ ~ s t e r n s . 2 ~ ~  

Both of these types ofdevelopments are permitted by the Treaty as long as 

development and testing occurs in a fixed ground based mode.250 The greatest 

threat to this aspect of the Treaty eventually came in the form of the proposeci 

Low Altitude Defence System (LoADS), which was a mobile land-based theatre 

defence system intended to be able to accommodate whatever basing strategy 

would be detemined for the new MX-Peacekeeper ICBM. Not only did LoADS 

147 Jones, 48-49; Gray. American MiIitary Space Pol@, 8 1. Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty 
provides Chat "States Parties to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around the Earth any 
objects canying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mas destruction, install such 
weapons on celestial bodies, or station such weapons in outer space in any other manner". 
"' The terni "ABM mode testing" refers to the testing of a system or its components in a mode 
that would determine its capability to identiQ, track, and destroy a strategic bal listic missile as 
defined in the Treaty. 
'" The Sentry system was initially conceived as part of a layereâ defence capaôility unda the SDI 
program, however, development was never tully completed. 



violate the Treaty by being a mobile land-based system, but it also called for three 

interceptors and one radar to cover each ICBM, whereas the Treaty only allowed 

for a total of 100 interceptors and 20 radars?*' 

While the vague language of m s  control agreements serves the important 

purpose of allowing states "room to move" with respect to "gray area" activities 

that they deem important to their national security, some problems do &se. The 

chef problem with the legal loopholes that are creaied by the ambiguous language 

used in the ABM Treaty and other arms control agreements, is that by allowing 

for the limited research and development of certain kinds of technology, they 

contribute to an environment of mistrust in which each party suspects the other of 

king on the verge of "break out." The fear that the other side will suddenly 

break out of its treaty obligations and take advantage of technologicai 

breakthroughs achieved through research allowed for by loopholes in the treaty 

seriously undermines the purpose of arms control. Ironically these loopholes are 

oeen included to provide each side with an opportunity to conduct research in 

order to create a hedge against break out by the other. As each side becomes 

more fearful of breakout. or, as in the case of SDI, as one side begins to feel that it 

is disadvantaged by the existing arms control regime, it may begin to research and 

develop technologies which may or may not fa11 under the purview of the 

agreement, or which are explicitly prohibited, but which that side determines is 

essential to preseMng its national security. 

Jones, 66-67. 
3 1 Schneiter, 249-250. 



A prime example of this is the Homing Overlay Expriment (HOE), which 

was a proposed system component for SDI. HOE was intended to provide a mid- 

course intercept capability backed up by a terminal defence capability in a more 

comprehensive SDI system. By using space-borne long wave infirared sensors to 

assist in the detection and tracking of missiles in mid-course flight HOE provided 

a homing capability for SDI interceptors. However, a great deal of confusion 

existed over whether or not HOE was Treaty cornpliant because, while it 

performed its function in space, both the sensos and the interceptors were 

launched from the go~nd.~' '  Thus it was not clear whether or not HOE should be 

classified as a space-bmed BMD system, which would have compromised the 

ABM Treaty, or if it should be classified as a fixed gound based system. The 

fact that it could have also been technically classified as an ASAT system 

complicated matters M e r .  

Several such definitional questions contributed to the intensity of the SDI 

debate during the 1980s. The distinction between the military and non-military 

use of space, and the broader defulltion of the "peaceful" use of space were 

particularly contentious issues. As Gray suggests, one might defme the use of 

space for "peaceful purposes" as the use of military space operations to support 

deterrence stability, thereby promoting a condition of peacefui co-existence 

between the suPerpowea~" 

'5' Jones, 55-57. 
'53 Gray, American Miiituy Space Policy, 778-8 1 .  It is generally accepted that reco~aissance, 
navigation, weather, and comhunications systems represent some miliiary space operations ihat 
are essential to the presewation o f  peace on earth. See, Donald L. Hafher, "Anti-Satellite 
Weapons: The Prospects for Arms Control" in Outer Smce - A New Dimension of the Arrns 
Race, Bhupendra Jasani, Ed. (SCPRI, 1 982), 3 15. 



This is an extremely important issue as it bears not ouly on the ABM 

Treaty, but on the Outer Space Treaty (OST) as well. It has been argwd that the 

OST establishes the peaceful use of space in policy by invoking its status as part 

of the "cornmon heritage of mankind." According to Goedhuis this is not the case 

as the scope of the Outer Space Treaty is rather limited.'" The Treaty recognizes 

the common interest of man in the peaceful use of space; however, other than 

piacing constraints on a variety of military activities on the moon and celestial 

bodies. as well as on the stationhg of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass 

destruction in space, there are no legal obligations in the Treaty that mandate 

stnctly peaceful activity . 

Furthemore, like the ABM Treaty, the OST does not provide a precise 

definition of "peaceful use of space." The Soviets traditionally equated the 

peaceful use of space with non-military related activity for the purposes of 

negotiations. As Goedhuis suggests, the fact that the Soviet Union "pretends that 

al1 its satellites serve peaceful purposes" implies that it views military space 

activities, which it does not publicly acknowledge, as king n~n-~eaceful. '~~ 

The defuiition of space-based systems was also problematic as an 

agreement on where *outer space" begins was also lacking at the time. The 

United States generaily adhered to a definition that understood that any object that 

was in orbit could be considered to be space-based, even if it were still subject to 

earth's gravity? Conversely the Soviets proposed an air space/outer space 

boundary at either 100- 1 10 km or 90- 130 km above sea level, with the proviso 

* Gwdhuis, 299. 
Ibid, 300. 



that systems Ui transit to or from space would gain the nght of h e n t  passage 

through sovereign air space?' The Arnericam resisted such a demarcation on the 

grounds that a lack of one in the past had never proven to be a problem and that 

no pro blem existed that could be solved by suc h a demarcation. They also felt 

that the boundary defined by the Soviets was somewhat artificial as it had no 

relation to any scientific data. The primary implication of such an arbitrary 

barrier was that it might cause non-orbital SDI components to be deemed to be 

operating in space and therefore not Treaty cornpliant. 

The precise definition of a strategic ballistic missile is also not made clear 

in the ABM Treaty. As Alan Jones points out, this lack of clarity bean heavily on 

the meaning of "testing in an ABM mode," which is one of the Treaty 

c~nstraints?~ According to the American definition, a strategic ballistic missile 

is one, which has longer range, and jyeater payload, as well as other 

distinguishing features fiom theatre range ballistic missile systems. The Soviet 

definition is equally vague, though somewhat more inclusive, as it refers to 

systems with the ability to strike their targets fkom the site of their operational 

deployment, regardless of the specific features of the missile system. In essence 

then, the Soviet definition was a reflection of the Soviet interest in trying to 

eliminate the foreign basing strategy of the United States by accounting for those 

short and medium range missiles deployed in ~ u r o ~ e ? ~  

256 Jones, 58. 
"' Ibid 59. 

Ibid, 60. 
2s9 Ibid, 6 1. 



Conclusion 

In many ways the controversy sumwiding SDI was identical to the one 

that sunounded the debate over the deployment of a missile defence system in the 

1960s and 1970s. In both instances an assurnption was made based on the gross 

over estimation of the acnial ability of the relevant systems to defend against a 

significant strategic nuclear attack. Those who made this assumption were 

primariiy academics and bureaucrats engagrd in the fierce debate over whether or 

not these systems would be interpreted as provocative by the Soviets. Those who 

were in favour of deployrnent argued that a missile defence capability of some 

son was needed to counterbalance the advantage that the Soviets had acquired in 

strategic offensive m s .  They claimed that SDI would accomplish this by 

degrading the effectiveness of an actual Soviet attack. It was hoped that such a 

capability would not have to be tested in a nuclear war, but that it would compel 

the Soviets to seek a strategic balance through negotiations. Those who were 

opposed argued that deployrnent would cause the Soviets to lose confidence in the 

credibility of their deterrent threat, thereby encouraging them to act preemptively, 

as though they would willingly blunder in to a nuclear exchange rather than seek a 

negotiated solution to a perceived strategic disadvantage. This was the same 

disadvantage by the way that the Americans had faced for several years yet still 

did not try to incinerate the Kremlin. In any event, both the arguments for and 

agahst were heavily dependent on the mode1 of a BMDISDI system with a 

d c i e n t l y  miniscule leakage rate that they could guarantee the preservation of 

an adequate number of strategic weapons for use in a punishing cetaliatory strike. 



Following is a statement that clearly illustrates how ridiculous the 

rationale behind the debate really was: 

It may be true that today it is "easier" for the Soviet Union 
to attack the United States with nuclear weapons than it 
would be if a missile defence (of any kind) were in place. 
But the pnce of an added measure of rkk, since attacking 
the United States is already a suicidal act, is extremely hi& 
- high not merely in dollars or rubles, but in strategic 
~ t a b i l i t ~ ? ~  

Statements such as this have contributed to the generally perplexing character of 

the debate over BMD and SDI. The word "easier" is a convenient euphemism 

that obscures, but does not contradict, the argument that the Soviet Union's 

advantage in strategic offensive ams created a situation in which it might be 

tempted to preempt the US. with a disarming tirst strike in a tirne of intense 

crisis. The same sentence concedes the assumption that it is possible that a 

missile defence system could provide an effective defence against such a strike. 

The second sentence then contradicts the fim by implying that the Soviets could 

not threaten the Arnerican retaliatory capability by characterizing such an 

endeavour as suicidal. Finally, the addendum that the deployment of a defence 

system would have a high cost in strategic stability again disregards the fact that 

such a system is intended to address the pre-existing strategic offensive 

imbalance, which itself threatens to compromise strategic stability. 

As Garwin has noted, even if a defensive system could effectively cope 

with the overwhelming number of decoys and penetration aids that it would surely 

face, ody one percent of Soviet nuclear warheads would be required to destroy 

MO John Tirman, and Peter Didisheim. "Lethal Paradox: The ASAT-SDI Linlc" in E m ~ t y  Pmmise: 
The Growing Case Aaainst Star Wars, John Tirman, Ed. (Boston: Beacon Press, I986), 126, 



the nation? This point leads to the b b e  argument proffered by advocates of 

missile defence that it will induce the opponent to participate in amis control 

negotiations. One would think that, not withstanding a defensive system that is 

more than ninety-nine percent effective, missile defence would not be very 

etièctive in inducing the Soviets to negotiateO2" Indeed, given the economic costs 

involved it would make more sense, from a military-strategic perspective, to 

simply build more offensive weapons. The development of the MX-Peacekeeper 

was a step in this direction. However, given that no basing decision was made 

until 1986 and even then only 50 were deployed, MX cm be seen as little more 

than a gesture of Ametican willingness to close the missile gap "the old fashion 

way ." 

Clearly, the only explanation for the perpetuation of such a transparently 

nonsensical debate is that issues pertaining to how the military-strategic 

effectiveness of missile defence systems contribute to stability have been of 

secondary importance at best, when they are a factor at dl. Clausen concluded 

that. "[tlhe incoherence of U.S. arms control policy reflects above d l  the 

administration's own ambivalence and divisions on this s ~ b j e c t . ~ ~ ~  For Clausen, 

SDI was about cornpetitive advantage, not stability. He suggested that the goal of 

reaching a decision on the systems feasibility study by the early 1990s would lead 

'" According to Garwin, one small mcket M e r  is capable of deploying as many as 100 decoys. 
He also notes Chat the detonation of even a few nuclear warhead would create a new and uncertain 
environment in which defensive systems would have to perform. Richard L. Garwin, "The Soviet 
Response: New Missiles and Countermeasufesn in Empty Promise: The Growina Case Against 
Star Wars, John Tirman, Ed. (Boston: Beacon Press, 1986), 145- 146. 
'62 Robert Bowman has suggested that it was the offensive potential of SDI. nther than its 
defensive capabilities that eventually encouraged the Soviets to seek a negotiated agreement on 
arrns limitation, 8 1-82. 

Clausen, 20 1. 



to an aggressive approach to the research development of related technology that 

would not account for the ABM Treaty or for the political relationship between 

the superpowers. As Clausen remarked, the consideration of these factors is 

essential to achieving a cooperative transition fiom a doctrine of assured 

destruction to one of assured survival. 

Similarly, Bowman argued that not only could SDI not assist the arms 

control process, but that the arms control process itself did not seem to be about 

strategic stability. He cites the START and INF agreements as good examples of 

how anns control was used as a placebo to assuage public concems about 

relations with the Soviet Union, rather than as a tool for improving political 

 relation^?^ According to Bowman, SDI was the tool of the radical right in 

Amencan politics for pursuing military superiority so that the U.S. could dictate 

the international political agenda to the Soviets, something the Americans had 

been unable to do since 1962.~~' He goes on to suggest that many of the 

allegations of Soviet transgressions of various arms control agreements were 

either renewals of old accusations that had already been investigated and 

dismissed. or total fabrications? These allegations were an important part of 

SDI proponents' argument in favour of backing out of the ABM Treaty in order to 

preserve national security interests. 

York once postulated that, in spite of the fact that SDI might prove to be 

very costly and ineffective, it could be sold on an administration that was 

relatively ignorant of the implications of the gap between technological 

265 Bowman, 58-59. 
'@ ibiâ, 59. 



effectiveness and political-strategic utility?' He suggested that, should this 

happen, it would prove to be a prime example of what President Eisenhower 

wamed of when he said that there was a risk of scientific research and discovery 

becoming a dominant factor in the determination of public policy through the 

influence of the scientific technological elite. 

This byzantine interpretation of the forces behind missile defence R&D is 

supported by Bethe et al, who noted that, in FY 1986 3.7 billion dollars was 

requested for SDI R&D, an increase of one-hundred-sixty percent from the 

previous year.?68 They also note that former Secretary of Deiènce James 

Schlessinger commented that increases in such spending typically did not exceed 

thirty-five percent, and that something on the order of 1.5 to 2 billion dollars 

would provide ample resources for R&D. It was also projected that by FY 1989 

the R&D budget would be closer to 7.5 billion dollars, approximately sixteen 

percent of the entire DoD R&D budget. As Bethe a al pointed out, the possibility 

existed that by 1989 so much would have been invested into SDI that it would 

have been politically and perhaps econornically impossible not to follow through 

with the project. However, a thorough investigation of the economic forces 

behind the push for missile defence in the United States is well beyond the scope 

of this thesis. 

York's prediction that the continuation of the missile defence debate in 

isolation from the real considerations of the gap between technologicai 

effectiveness and political-strategic utility would lead to the deplopent of a 



strategic defence capability may have been "on the money," so to speak. 

Although the following chapter argues that a potential role for a strategic defence 

capability is quickly emerging, that role has been created through the work of the 

very scientific technological elite, whose influence President Eisenhower warned 

of in the late 1950s. nie  preponderant influence of those who accepted the broad 

view of the ABM Treaty and the need to develop extremely sophisticated, highly 

accurate, systems bas meant that missile defence in the United States, tiom its 

inception, has been very "Big Business." 

The fitting of strategic defence to the emerging role facilitated by 

scientific and technological developments will mean that, in the funire, missile 

defence will become even bigger business. Perhaps the collapse of the Soviet 

Union and the end of the Cold War were necessary for the increased cornmitment 

of the United States to missile defence development. Indeed, one rnight enter into 

a chicken or the egg argument, as to whether the end of the Cold War enabled the 

current development of Theatre and National Missile Defence systems, or 

whether the support of the Reagan administration for SDI, and increased defence 

spending in general, forced the Soviet Union to give up their economic struggle 

against the west. In any case, the end of the Cold War had the overall effect of 

bringing the political and strategic context in line with the debate over missile 

defence, rather than the debate falling in line with political and strate& 

considerations, 

In the current debate over Theatre and National Missile Defence 

deployment, real strategic considerations between the U.S. and Russia are 

" Bethe, Boutwell, Garwin, 68-69, 



peripheral at best. This has brought about a set of ~Kcumstances which favours 

the position of those who accept the broad interpretation of the ABM Treaty and 

clears the way for the cornmitment of economic and human resources to system 

development and deployment. 



Cha~ter Four 

A r m s  Control and Ballistic Missile Defence Mer the Cold War 

The release of George Lucas's most recent opus in the "Star Wars" saga, 

however coincidental, pmvides an extremely appropriate analogy for an anaiysis 

of the current debate over missile defence and anns control. It is common 

knowledge that Ronald Reagan's S trategic De knce h i  tiative received the popular 

tag "Star Wars" as a result of the fitastic imagery of laser weapons in space that 

were designed to counter the weapons of the "Evil Empire." in "Episode One: 

The Phantom Menace," young Anakin Skywaiker represents "the phantom 

menace", an evil destructive force destined to emerge from a boy whose natural 

power makes him a potentiai champion of righteousness. One could argue that 

the current status of the ABM Treaty in the context of the missile defence debate 

otiers a stronge parallel. A new threat, which BMD systems are intended to 

address. has emerged, yet the constraints imposed by the ABM Treaty represent a 

menacing hindrance to the ability of BMD systems to address adequately the 

threat. 

Since the end of the Cold War the debate over the development and 

deployment of missile defence systems has not waned. In fact, one might argue 

that the 199 1 Gulf War. which coincided with the collapse of the Soviet Union, 

reinvigorated the debate. The media attention that was paid to Iraq's Scud attacks 

on Saudi Arabia and Israel and the use of the Paûiot anti-missile system 

introduced the concept of ballistic missile defence to a generation that was largely 

damiliar with it. 



However, the pst-Cold War debate is slightly different than the debates 

over ABM and SDI during the Cold War. Both of the earlier debates revolved 

around a single type of weapon system whose primary purpose was to defend 

against a strategic ballistic missile attack against the United States of America. 

The question of the impact of deployment on strategic stability and nuclear 

deterrence also weighed heavily in these debates. Ultimately, amis control in the 

fom of the 1 972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty was used as a means not to prevent 

BMD depioyment, but rather to place constraints on its deployment so that a 

limited defensive capability could be achieved without compromising the delicate 

strategic balance between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. 

In the cunent context, however, two distinct types of missile defense 

systems have been tabled for development in the United States. The first, and 

least controveaial, is theatre missile defence, which is intended to provide a non- 

stntegic. limited area, or point, defence capability for U.S. troops and their allies 

deployed in a theatre of conflict. The second is referred to as national missile 

defence. which is to be capable of providing coverage for al1 48 contiguous states, 

as well as Hawaii and Alaska. Fwthermore, although NMD is currently only 

intended to provide a defence against a limited ballistic missile attack, the 

potential exists for such a system to be enhanced to the point of providing a robust 

strategic defence. For the purposes of this thesis, the debate smunding national 

missile defence is the most pertinent as it relates more closely to the implications 

of the ABM Treaty in the Post-Cold War era. Another important distinction about 

the current debate is the significant role that BMD systems may play in the 



defence of the space-based interests of the United States and its allies. The 

implications of this role for the preservation of the international system in the 

post-Cold War era are discussed in the following section. 

The political and technological changes that have occurred since the end 

of the Cold War have dramatically altered the context of the international security 

environment. Some might argue that with the dissolution of the Soviet Union and 

the cornmitment of the U.S. and Russia to cooperative engagement and various 

confidence building measures, the US. and its allies no longer face a credible 

nuclear threat. Indeed, they might suggest that proponents of Post-Cold War 

BMD are trying to fight a "phantom menace." 

This chapter demonstrates that in this changed environment, there is 

emerging a new kind of threat which advanced missile defence systems can be 

used to address. Consequently, the role of missile defence in the pst-Cold War 

era has also chanpd. Due to the dramatic changes in the political and strategic 

context that have occurred since the end of the Cold War, it is unreasonable to 

expect, or even hope, that the restraints on the development and deployment of 

missile defence systems imposed by the ABM Treaty can continue to be relevant 

today . 

The Chanein~ Cbaracter of the Ballistic Missile Defence Debate 

The two broad concepts that are prevalent in the current BMD literature 

are theatre missile defense (TMD), and national missile defense (NMD). Before a 

coherent discussion on the topic is possible, the distinction between TMD and 

NMD must be made clear. TMD refea to a missile defense system with a limited 



defensive footprint, or area of defendabili~?" The range of a TMD system is 

limited to between ten kilometers and a few hundred kilometers. This is due, in 

part, to the range limitations inherent in certain types of interceptors, but also due 

to the capacities of ground based radar (GBR) guidance and tracking systems, 

which are currently used in TMD systems. NMD systems, as the name irnplies, 

possess a much larger area of defendability. These are achieved by better 

performance capabilities of interceptors, or kill vehicles, and may be significantly 

enhanced by the deployment of space-based tracking and guidance systems in the 

near future."O 

A great deal of debate surrounds the deployrnent of BMD systems, 

particularly those capable of providing an NMD, because the technology required 

to make these systems effective could compromise the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile 

(ABM) treaty signed between the Soviet Union and the United States. An attempt 

was made to address some of these problems by the Missile Defense Act of 199 1, 

which tried to clarify some of the technical issues relating to the testing and 

development of intercepton. While the ABM treaty was drawn up in the Cold 

War and reflects the security concerns of that environment? contemporary security 

threats bear very little resemblance to those of the Cold War. Some agreement 

has k e n  reached between Moscow and Washington that missile defense may be a 

worthwhile pursuit, and that the ABM treaty may have to be reviewed in the 

friture. Nonetheless, they have been unable to reach a consensus regarding deeper 

2m It is impawt to realize that TMD and NMD are American concepts based on the American 
strategic situation. Clearly, in the case of a geographically srnaIl country such as lsrael, A BMD 
system technically classified as a TBM system could have the potential to provide a strategic 
national missile defence capabiiity. 



Treaty amenciments that would allow for the development and deplopent of 

more robust NMD systems. 

In 1997 the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) submitted a 

budget proposal to Congress for FY 1997-99 in which spending on missile 

defense research, development, testing, and evduation (R&DTE) would exceed 

$5.3 billion. Of those resources, approximately thirty-one percent, or $1.7 billion, 

were allocated to NMD systems."' The BMDO budget proposal for FY 1998- 

2000 is even more ambitious. The new budget calls for slightly over $10.2 billion 

for missile defence R&DTE, with a little less than $2.9 billion dedicated to 

NMD. '~~ In January 1999, Secretary of Defence William Cohen announced that 

the Defence Department would be allocating even more h d s  to TMD and NMD 

in an effort to meet growing ballistic missile threats.'" The Cohen budget 

announcement called for an increase in spending of $6.6 billion to NMD, bring 

the total NMD cornmitment to $10.5 billion through FY 2005. Thus, barring a 

dramatic change in policy h m  an incoming administration, funding for NMD 

throughout the next couple of years will continue to account for mughly one-third 

of the total BMD budget?" The remainder of the fbds will go towards the 

- - -- - 

"O It should be noted that endoatmospheric and exoatmospheric intercepton can be used in either 
TMD or NMD systems. 
"' "BMDO A ~ u a i  Report to Congrrss", (1997), B 18-823. It should be noted that these statistics 
do not include the costs associated with RDT&E on space-based detection and üacking systems, 
or on Air Force missile defense systems. They aIso do not account for procurement costs. 
" The Balfistic Missile Defense Fiscal Year 1999 Budget", (Washington, D.C.: BMDû Fact 
Sheet PO-99-0 1, 1999). " Office of Assistant Secretary of Defence (Public Affairs), New Release, "Cohen Announces 
Plan to Augment Missile Defence Programs", (No. 0 l8-99,20 January, 1999). 
" The Military Balanee /998/99, (London: IISS, Oxford University Press, 1 W8), 18. 



development and procurement of TMD systems, several of which are currently 

under de~elo~rnent.~" 

The Air Force contribution to TMD is restricted to the development of an 

airborne detection and Boost Phase Intercept (BPI) capability. The concept of BPI 

was first developed in 1958 with Project ~efender?'~ Early work made it clear 

that the use of a GBI was simply not a realistic option for intercept during the 

boost phase of ballistic missile Bight, due to the fact that the it only lasts for 

between three and six minutes. Unless a GBI is located near the ballistic missile 

launch site the window of opportunity for BPI is not great enough to ailow for 

detection, tracking, target designation, and intercept. 

BPI is regarded as a highly attractive option within missile defense for at 

least three reasons. First, a ballistic missile still in its boost phase has not yet 

burned up d l  of its fuel and is very vulnerable to destruction. Second, the enemy 

will suffer any nuclear, biological, or chernical fallout caused by the destniction 

of a missile in its boost phase. Third, BPI guarantees that a missile is destroyed 

before it has the opportunity to disperse either its MlRVs or its petration aids. 

Work is being done to develop systems, which accomplish the interception 

through the use of Directed Energy Weapons (DEW), such as lasen and particle 

beams. Iiowever. more conventional Kinetic Energy Weapon (KEW) missile 

"' Among these systems are L e  Paaiot Advanced Capability 3 (PAC 3). High Endo-atmospheric 
Defensive Interceptor (HEDI), Navy Atea Defence (NAD), Navy Theatre Wide (NTW), Theatre 
High Altitude Area Defence (THAAD), and NATO Medium Extended Air De fense System 
(MEADS}. 
'76 Luttwak, and Koehl, 77. 



interceptors are also under c~nsideration."~ One airborne platform cmnt ly  

under development for BPI is the Boeing B747-400 aircra~."* 

The potentially enormous defensive footprint of an airborne BPI system 

dictates that one could effectively serve as a substantial component of a national 

missile defense system. As has already k e n  indicated, NMD is distinct fiom 

TMD in its ability to defend a larger temtory against ballistic missile attack. 

Technologically, at its base level NMD will incorporate elements such as OBIS, 

GBR. an early waming satellite system known as the Space-Based Infrared 

System (SBIRS) High, advanced early waming radars, Forward-Based X-Band 

Radars (FBXBs), and Battle ManagemenKommand, Control, and 

Communications (BM/c~). A second level of development would incorporate 

other radar systems and a lower orbit SBlRS system, also known as "Brilliant 

Eyes," or the Space and Missile Tracking System (SMTS), to facilitate detection 

and tracking function~."~ Bn'lliant Eyes is a space md missile tracking system 

designed to detect ballistic missile launch and track incorning warheads before 

they can be detected by GBR. The system is cornposed of twenty-four satellites 

in low earth orbit (LEO), which are responsible for target discrimination and the 

cueing of GBRs. The greatest challenge to NMD in this respect is the integration 

of the various interceptor and detection systems into a single, efficient BMD 

system that does not violate the ABM treaty. 

" Ibid, 94. 
Ln Fergusson, James, "De fense Against Ballistic Missiles; Options and Implicat ionsw in Ditc htey 
Con ference Rewrt No. D97/3, (March 1997),3. 

"US Ballistic Missile Defense Programs*. 



The principle argument against continued R&DTE on NMD is that 

although a bona fide need exists for TMD in the current context, the costs which 

proponents of NMD associate with its development and deployment are 

disproportionately greater than the threat which it is intended to counter at the 

present. The policy of the Clinton administration on NMD seems to concur with 

this position. The 1998-99 budget allocation for NMD was scheduled to be about 

$963 million?80 This tiuiding is intended to continue research into the feasibility 

and systems requirements of NMD so that should a legitimate threat to US 

security emerge, a more intensive development and procurement plan can be 

undertaken. Moreover, the threat that the cunent NMD program is intended to 

address is that of a limited strategic ballistic missile attack against the U.S.. rather 

than a massive assault as some models of the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) 

were based on. 

Ballistic Missile Defence and the Protection of Critical S~ace  Svstems 

One could argue that a reliance on space and space-based technology 

represents a common interest among advanced industrial states by virtue of the 

mutual vulnerability that emerges from the integration of these systems. The 

common interests that are created in this way go beyond the simple bilateralism 

that characterized the Cold War by including al1 states that rely on space based 

systems for economic and security needs. By accounting for the effects of 

globalism and the importance of multilateraiism this position is much more 

reflective of the realities of the Post Cold War period than the ABM Treaty, 

which, in spite of king revised to include former Soviet Republics, is still an 

The Miiitary Balance, I998/99. 18. 
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agreement diawn up to address security concem in a largely bilaterai codict. 

Until recently outer space has not been a medium in which large scale interests of 

corporations and nation states have existed concurrentiy. However, in the cunent 

context, the global economy, and by extension international relations, are king 

afTected at an unprecedented level by space technology. 

The United States Space Command recently published its Long-Range 

Plan: hplementing USSPACECOM Vision for 2020, (LRP 2020). The plan is 

meant to compliment the Joint Vision 2010 (JV 20 10) pamphlet published by the 

U.S. DoD. which outlines defence department initiatives to ensure that full 

integration of U.S. forces is achieved by 20 1 This initiative is essentially a 

response to the emphasis on a doctrine ofjoint force, which seems to have 

ernerged since the Amencan invasion of Grenada and the passing of the 

Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. 

LRP 2020 is a document that describes U.S. Space Command's plan for 

ensuring that al1 of the systems under its control will be able to fùnction smoothly 

in joint force operations, and in fact to assist in the command and control of those 

operations. One of the most interesthg issues raised in LRP 2020 is that the cost 

of accessing space is too prohibitive for the military to remain predorninant in that 

field. The plan proposes that the rapid commercialization of space be allowed to 

continue, and that Global Partneahips be established in order to ensure that the 

cost of space operations remain reasonable. The plan acknowiedges that, as a 

result of this strategy, the U.S. economy will be tightly linked to space and so 

must be protected. 



LRP 2020 is based on an assumption of what six aspects of the fbture 

strategic environment wiil look like?" These aspects account for political, 

economic, technological, rnilitary, space, and foreign threat considerations. Given 

the relevance of these assurnptions about the fiiture strategic environment, and 

their concomitant implications for the role of BMD, and therefore, by extension, 

the status of the ABM Treaty, it is worth exarnining them in a little detail. 

The plan assumes first and foremost that the United States will remain a 

global power and that no significant militas, threat will emerge in the near term. 

However. it does wam that non-state actors including dnig cartels, crime 

syndicates. terrorists, NGOs, and multi-national corporations, will al1 play more 

important roles in the conduct and outcome of international relations. It is also 

assumed that resort will be made to temporary alliances more frequently as a 

means of dealing with whatever international crises may emerge. 

Economically the plan anticipates a world economy that is increasingly 

dependent on idormation and information processing. In this respect the 

economic future envisaged by LRP 2020 resembles very closely that outlined by 

  avis.'" The result of this reliance on information will be that other nations, 

some of which were previously weaker, and MNCs will begin to rival the U.S. in 

economic power. With the appearance of larger and larger economic alliances 

and the growth in the wealth of MNCs, the gap between the "haves" and "have- 

nots" will increase dramatically. 

"' USSPACECOM, Long Range Plan: lmplementing USSPACECOM Vision for 2020, (1998), 8. 
'= iùid., 1-10. 



LRP 2020 is based on a concept of the fiiture in which commercial 

interests will drive technological breakthroughs, particuiarly in space and related 

technologies. Advances will lead to increased information "connectivity," 

enabling more and more people to "get in on" the benefits of market expansion. 

The rapid acceleration of technological development is expected to have an 

impact on strategic as well as econornic matters, necessitating a new emphasis on 

stealth technology in order to help preserve the combat lifè expectancy of costly 

weapons systems. 

The military future envisaged by LW 2020 is one in which the U.S. will 

be the only power with a substantial force projection capability. U.S. force 

structure will be based on a concept of massed effects rather than mass forces. 

This involves an increase of the lethality of weapons systems and flexibility of 

their platfoms. The most probable source of vulnerability to U.S. forces will be 

From asymmetncal attack, most likely manifesting itself in a precision attack on 

the information systems network required to coordinate hi&-tech militaries. The 

U.S. will have to be able to îunction effectively in a coalition type arrangement, 

but should also retain the ability to cany out unilateral actions. 

LRP 2020 also prepares for a fuhue in which space will be dominated by 

multi national commercial interests rather than by Arnerican and Russian military 

interests. and space capabilities will proliferate globdly. The global economy 

will be integrally linked to space commerce, just as battlefield success will be 

linked to the contcol of space. The result of this phenornenon will be a 

" Davis d e m i  a shifi in the emphasis of the global economy 60m an industriai based to an 
information based infrastructure, "An Information-Based Revolution in Military Affah" in 



convergence of the military and commercial space sectors. Issues of sovereignty 

and the right to access space will become prirnary concems in international 

relations, thus making space operations increasingly important to society at large. 

Most irnportantly for the purposes of this thesis, LRP 2020 also calls 

attention for the need to protect U.S. and friendly systems from attack by foreign 

b a t s .  Threats can range fiom signals interception to jamming to destruction. 

Space power can not be of any use to the wafighter if it cm not defend itself 

from attack. [t seems clear that a role for missile defence in protecting space- 

based assets in particular and the stability of the international systeem in general 

exists. Before one cm discuss ABM Treaty implications for this role, it is 

necessary first to understand what that role may be. 

The foundation of LRP 2020's strategy for developing twenty-first century 

space power doctrine is based on four operational concepts. These form the 

conceptual inhstructure around which the doctrine of space power will be built. 

and help to determine how it will be applied to sdeguard American interests. The 

four operational concepts introduced by LRP 2020 are Control of Space, Global 

Engagement, Full Force Integration, and Global ~artnershi~s.'" 

Control of Space (Cos), as an operational concept, is concemed with 

ensuring access to space as a means of supporting other military operations, as 

well as denying the sarne access to adversaries in time of war. The goal is to be 

able to mainiain and replenish satellite constellations at will in order to maintain 

Dominant Battlefield Awareness (DBA) of space. By doing this it will be 

Strateaic Review, (Winter 1996), 43-5 1. 
IW USSPACECOM, 1 1 - 14 



possible to detect, track, and neutralize threats to those systems and ensure 

fieedom of operations in space, thus facilitating Global Engagement (GE). 

GE is defined as global surveillance, global missile defence, and the 

application of force fiom space. The goal of GE is to develop the ability to 

respond to any crisis around the world at any time. Global surveillance is a 

necessary element, which will allow for the detection of significant incidents such 

as missile launches world wide, and facilitate fàster deployment times. In 

addition to king able to detect ballistic missile launch and other signs of conflict, 

global surveillance is also intended to provide an enhanced level of support to 

other military operations in near real time. Part of the crisis response mandate of 

GE is the detection. tracking, and destruction of ballistic missiles. The threat 

posed by ballistic missile is not limited to targets on earth. Some classes of 

ballistic missiles may be used in an anti-satellite role, especially when armed with 

a nuclear warhead. By king  able to counter this threat GE works in support of 

COS, just as COS enables the tieedom of operation required by GE. A final aspect 

of GE has been dubbed force application. This refers to the ability to apply force 

fiom spzce based weapons platfoms Ui terrestrial combat. Initial emphasis on 

force application seems to be on its potential as a strategic ~ e a ~ o n . ' ~ ~  

Full Force Integration is an operation concept that represents the union of 

space derived information and space-based forces with those from the land, sea 

and air. As Davis has suggested, the current revolution in military affairs is 

centered on the cetmement of command and control ~ ~ s t e r n s ? ~  In essence FFI 

2%5 Ibid., 12. 
Zn6 Davis, 5 1. 



represents an effort to ensure that the cight resources are made available for the 

right mission at the right the .  This will be accomplished by the integration of 

information at a kint Task Force Headquarters and the efficient dissemination of 

that information to warfighters in '?he field."*" 

The fourth operational concept utilized by LRP 2020 is Global 

Partnerships (GP). The concept of GP is designed to encourage cost sharing 

between the military and other organizations. The intended effect is to increase 

overall US. military capabilities, while simultaneously reducing the military's 

share of the cost of space operations. GP is seen as a necessary step in procuring 

the resources necessary to support COS, GE, and FFI. 

The vulnerability of space-based systems on which the US. and its allies 

are dependent is a very real concem to the United States Govenunent. As such, 

the operationalization of concepts such as COS and GE is a question of '"when'" 

rather than "if." Given thai missile defence is an important part of the Global 

Engagement concept, it seems clear that the deployrnent of advanced missile 

defence systems, based either in whole or in part in space, are vimially inevitable. 

The inevitability of the deployment of some kind of advanced BMD system is 

also attested to by the substantiai investrnent cornmitment that the U.S. 

govemment has made to various BMD programs. Consequently the ABM Treaty 

appears to be reaching the end of its life expectancy. In order for systems 

envisaged by LRP 2020 to be deployed, certain restrictions imposed by the Treaty 

would have to be lifted. Specifically those restrictions which lirnit or prevent the 

287 James F. Dunnigan, Di~ital Soldiers: The Evolution of  Hi~h-Tech Weawnrv and Tomomw's 
Brave New Battlefield, (New York: St, Martin's Press, 1996), 69,90. 



deployment of space-based interceptors and interceptors based on other physical 

principles will have to be revised or dropped. 

The Chanping Cbaracter of the International Securitv Environment 

One of the most important facts that was demonstrated in the Gulf War is 

that there is a need to develop a sensible doctrine of space power that will serve to 

manage the enormous amounts of data collected by space based information 

systems. Without such a doctrine, the information collected by these systems will 

be of linle or no use to the war fighter and space power would become rather 

hoilow. Davis has described this as the idonnation revolution, which he 

attributes to advances in computer and telecommunications technologies and 

other related At the heart of this revolution is the development of 

the ability to collect, analyze, and use more data than has ever been possible in the 

past. The implications are the ability to acquire an extremely hi& degree of 

situational awareness. In military and strategic terms this means the ability to 

mobilize resources and establish a presence in theatre, cut through the fog of war, 

anticipate and avert disaster, and take advantage of opportunities as they present 

themselves. in business terms it means the ability to access previously 

inaccessible markets (resource mobilization), respond quickly to market 

fluctuations (the fog of commerce), anticipate and avert disaster, and take 

advantage of oppo rtunities as the y present themselves. 

Davis cites three important characteristics of this information revolution 

that mark the transition fiom an industrial to an information-based ~ o c i e t ~ . ~ ~ ~  

" Davis, 43-45. 
39 Ibid., 43. 



The first is that it has set in motion forces that challenge the design of many 

institutions, including the military. The second is that it disrupts the hierarchies 

around which institutions are designed. The third is that it diffuses and 

redistributes power. The result of the revolution is a change in the very nature of 

the global economy. As Davis says, there has k e n  a shift from an industrial base 

to an infonnation base underlying global economics and international politics. 

Just as sea power and air power developed in a period in which industnalization 

brought profound changes to the way in which commerce was carried out, to&y 

space power is developing in the face of profound changes brought about by the 

infonnation revolution. 

Davis proposes that the apparent air of arnbiguity that has characterized 

the global security context in the post-Cold War era parallels the transition to an 

information based s o ~ i e t y ? ~ ~  By taking advantage of communications and 

information technology smaller organizations and individuals have k e n  able to 

reach out and claim larger shares of the global market place for themselves. 

However, as the cost of technology increases, consortia begin to emerge, which 

are composed of different sized organizations al1 with different levels of 

influence, but al1 equally interdependent. The world of international trade and 

economy is no longer one in which highly structured corporations with clearly 

discemable links to national govemments dominate. As Davis says, the current 

international environment more closely resembles an "morphous mass" of 

divergent actors htercomected in a sophisticated network in which the primacy 

of national govemments is less clearly demonstrated. The increased level of 



connectivity of individuals and organizations with each other, and with the market 

itself, means that now more than ever, popdar ideas of how uifonnation and 

space technology cm best be applied are influencing their developrnent. 

The parallel in the world of defence and security appears in the collapse of 

stnitegic, operational, and tactical levels of thought and action."' The difficulty 

in pin-pointing a specific threat makes it dificult to adopt operational doctrines 

and structure forces in a marner that provides a meanhgfùi defence of national 

interests. It is the very shapelessness of the global economy and the intermingling 

of corporate and national interests that creates this confusion. The age of 

sustained diplomatic crises between individual States may have already moved 

into the realm of the historian. Davis argues that in the friture the US. will be 

involved in distant conflicts, which do not pose an inunediate threat to national 

sur~ivability.'~~ instead it wiil be d m  into conflicts where the fabric of the 

international system and its values are threatened. Both the Gulf War in 199 1 and 

more recent NATO operations in the Balkans may support this theory. 

In spite of persistent failures and high costs there are those who strongly 

advocate continued investment in the prograrn. In fact, one can aimost see the 

same public debate emerging over TMD and NMD today as occurred over ABM 

and SDI in the past. An editorial in the Wall Street Journal on 5 January 1999 

came out strongl y in favour of "a cornmitment to actually test, build, and deploy" 

a national defence capability in spite of recunent problems with the Theatre High 

" Ibid., 5 1 .  
Ibid., 5 1.  

" Ibid., 47-48. 



Altitude Area Defence (THAAD) program.293 Conversely, Lt. General Lester 

Lyles was quoted in the Washington Post as saying, 

[wlhen we started al1 of these missile defence prognuns, 
they were done from a valid sense of urgency, but one thing 
that was not really factored into them was how to try to 
control the costs up front. ..Now we're beginning to see 
that we're going to have a huge, huge bill in the fûtwe for 
missile defence, and they may not be dl affordable? 

For the mosi part the arguments have remained the same. Proponents want to 

field systems to address a perceived threat or vulnerability, and opponents seek to 

marginalize the threat, cite exorbitant developmental costs, and wam of resultant 

instability. 

Post-Cold War Missile Defence and the ABM Treatv 

The debate over BMD in the pst-Cold War era stems directly from the 

debate surrounding SDI d u h g  the Cold War. Given the impact of the ABM 

treaty on both of these debates, ii is necessary to understand the respective 

motives of the superpowen for signing on. For the Ameicans, missile defense 

was used as leverage to enter into an amis control agreement with the USSR. 

Arms control was deemed necessary because it was believed that it would 

facilitate détente and promote Soviet-Amencan stability. The Soviet Union 

signed on to SALT 1 and the ABM treaty not because it viewed missile defense 

and weapons proliferation as destabilizing factors per se, but because it could not 

indefinitely out-produce the US in any kind of a strategic arms race. 

" Wall Street Journal, (Section: A Page: 22, Column: 1,s Ianuary 1999). It should be noted 
here that, specific reference is made to THAAD rather chan other programs such as the Navy's 
Navy Theatre Wide (NTW) or Navy Area Defence (NAD), only because a string of failures in the 
early tem'g of THAAD have it a high media profile, and raised questions as to the wisdom of 
continued fiinding, 
"Y Washineton Post, (Section: A, Page: 4, Column: 1,3 Septemùer 1998). 



in 1972 it was becoming increasingly apparent that US ability to develop 

and deploy M W  technology and ABM systems, could easily surpass that of the 

Soviet Union in the near fiiture. This may best be attested by the American's one- 

day deployment of Safeguard, a system that took billions of dollars and years of 

research to develop and deploy. The inability of the Soviets to compete toe-to-toe 

with the US in weapons development persisted well into the 1980s. The Soviet 

Union's refusal to corne to an agreement with the US in the START negotiations 

was attributable to theù insistence that SDI should be prohibited; a condition with 

which the United States was not prepared to agree?9s 

It seems clear that. beginning at least as early as 1972, Soviet strategic 

defense planning policy was based on two concurrent strategies; to limit the 

American potential for innovation and new weapons development, while at the 

same time developing advanced weapons systems of their own to remain 

strategically cornpetitive with the US. Gray goes so far as to suggest that the 

Soviets entered into amis control agreements in bad f i th,  and fully intended to 

proceed with non-cornpliant weapons systems of their own?' At the end of the 

Cold War, both the US and the former Soviet Union were faced with a new 

security environment. Rather than facing an identifiable and relatively 

predictable opponent, both sides now faced an ambiguous threat. Global 

destruction by massive nuclear exchange was no longer a priority concem. 

295 Luttwak and Koehl, 564. 
Colin Gray, "Does Theory Lead Technology", in International Journal3 (33:3. 1978), 506-523. 

See also; S a p  Stevens, "The Soviet BMD Program" in Ballistic Missile De fense, Carter and 
Schwartz, Eds. (Washington, D.C.: The Bmkings Institution, I984), 185,204. James Fergusson 
has also acknowledged the direct relationship between strategic defense and arms control; see, 
The Implications of Ballistic Missile Defense for Non-Pmliferation Efforts; A Canadian 



Lnstead, politicai, economic, and social instability and regional conflict posed the 

greatest threat in the global security environment. As a result, greater emphasis 

began king placed on coalition building and other forms of diplomatic and 

militas, co-operation as means of effecting international conflict resolution. 

As a result, Russian and American forces no longer stand ready to 

decimate each other. If Russian and American forces no longer see each other as 

principal threats to their respective secwity, there is a reduced need to continue 

the Cold War preoccupation with stmtegic stability. The passing of the Missile 

Defense Act and the subsequent attempts to amend the ABM treaty in order to 

facilitate the development of more sophisticated missile defense systems, and 

NMD systems in particular. represent a step in the right direction.19' By engaging 

in discussions geared toward treaty amendment, both sides are working to 

establish in policy, the fact that a new role for arms control has emerged in the 

pst-Cold War era. Just as the ABM Treaty characterized the Cold War role of 

arms control by establishing the relationship between m s  control and deterrence 

in policy, Treaty amendment will help to characterize the role of arms control in 

the current context. Fergusson, who argues that the impact of BMD depends, to a 

- - 

Perspective", (Winnipeg: University of Manitoba, Centre tor ûefense and Security Studies, 
January, 1996), 15. 
3 7  The Missile Defense Act (MDA), and the discussions that led up to it, helped to clariw the 
requirements for Ai3M Treaty compliance in systems currently under development. The 
maximum ve locities of both targets and interceptors for Treaty cornpliance were defined and 
mater detaiï was provided with regards to the type of development and testing that is penitted. 
Perhaps rnost importantly, the MDA set a precedent for discussions that could lead to the 
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great degree, on the political and sûategic nature of the security environment, 

confùms this 

The easing of tensions between the US and Russia might lead some to ask 

if there is still a role for missile defense in the current context. The answer is 

fimly and undoubtedly in the affirmative. In addition to the argument about the 

vulnerability of critical space-based systems outlined above, a number of 

terrestrial considerations need to be taken in to account as well. To use the 

Middle East as an example, one could argue that Saddam Hussein's Scud attack 

on Israel in 199 1 represents a growing preference for the use of ballistic missiles 

as a rneans to cultivate armed contlict and contribute to regional instability. In 

this instance the real benefits of missile defense systems are not military. but 

political. The use of Scuds armed with conventional, or for that matter chernical 

and biological warheads if they had been used, to attack israeli cities had limited 

potential to cause any real damage to the state of1srael?* However the Scud did 

tùnction as an effective weapon of terror, causing thousands of Israelis to tlee 

their homes in the cities. Such social upheaval could have easily led to public 

pressure for the Israeli Defense Forces to be sent into retaliatory action against 

Iraq, which would have had significant political implications for the Amencan-led 

coaiition. 

"' Fergusson, T h e  Implications of Ballistic Missile Defence for Non-Roliferation Efforts", 13- 
14, 
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Thou& proponents of missile defense often cite its tactical benefits as a 

justification for development, the real benefit of these systems, much like nuclear 

weapons, may be in their political value. As was the case in the Gulf War, a state, 

namely Israel, can exercise the option of restraint if it can demonstrate an ability 

to at least limit the vulnerability of its population to attack. If the population feels 

that it is totally unprotected and that its govemment is doing nothing to safegud 

its citizens, pressure to take action will soon be generated?* It is worth noting, 

however, that as more sophisticated ballistic missile technology becomes more 

readily available, its real tactical and strategic utility will nse. Under these 

circumstances the ability of BMD systems to destroy incoming warheads before 

they reach their intended targets will begin to play a greater military role. 

There is no question that a threat still exists in the Middle East, and that in 

the future a rogue state, such as Iraq, may once again try to destabilize the region 

by drawing Israel into a contlict . The MiIitary Balance f998/99 notes that the 

Middle East is the largest globai arms market, ranking the highest in the world in 

per capita GDP defense  endin in^.'^' in faci, defence spenciing in that region 

increased in 1997 despite a decliae in oil revenues. This. combined with Iraq's 

persistence in stonewalling the efforts of the international community to venfy its 

adherence to üN Security Council Resolution 687, which places constraints on its 

possession of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) and ballistic missiles, 

provides good reason for a comrnitment to TM.. 

300 Jonathan Shimshoni, fsrael and Conventional üeterrence: Border Wattàre h m  1953- 1970, 
(London: Comell University Press, 1988), 135. 
'O' The Mi l tq  Balonce 199&/99,1164 1 7. 



However, given the far-reaching implications of the instability that could 

be caused by acts of aggression involving ballistic missiles, one could argue that 

TMD is an inadequate respoase to a potentialiy devastating threat. The high costs 

of forward basing TMD systems ail over the world and the problems of deploying 

them in t h e  to respond to a developing crisis limit the utility of TMD to the 

protection OC forces deployed in the field. in order to respond rapidly to 

developing cnses and intercept missiles that may be launched either accidentally 

or in a 'surprise' attack, a Global Engagement capability such as that outlined in 

the L W  2020 appears necessary. Such a capability can not be achieved without 

having acquired a certain knowledge base denved fiom the development of NMD 

type systems. As has already been pointed out, this would require the lifting of 

constraints against the use of space-based interceptors and possibly on the use of 

intercepiors based on other physical principles. 

Iraq is not the only potential k a t  to regional stability in the Middle East. 

Gold notes that in spite of peacehl relations with Israel, Egypt continues to build 

its military?02 He also suggests that many Middle Eastern states see a bailistic 

missile arsenal as a kind of "poor man's air force," and that the continued 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is particularly worrisome in this 

context. Gold also advocates Israel's missile defense program on the grounds that 

"ballistic missiles destabilize a detenence equation that existed for a number of 

years in the Arab-lsraeli military balance."303 Kere Gold is refemng to the fact 

that, in the past, Israeli air superionty has guaranteed Israel a deep strike 

'O2 Dore Gold, "Ballistic Missile Defense: An lsraeli View", in Comparative Süatew, (12:1, 1993, 
89-93), 89-9 1. 



capability that its adversaries did not enjoy. Several other countries have also 

recently intensities their efforts to acquire increasingly sophisticated ballistic 

missile technology, including Iran, Israel, Libya, Syria, India, Pakistan, China, 

and North ~ o r e a ? ~  

With the proliferation of missile technology, lsrael stands to lose its 

advantage over its Arab adversaries. Even the antiquated FROG-7 (Free Rocket 

Over Ground), in use by the Egyptians and Syrians, with its 70 km range can, 

with proper positioning, strike targets in ~ s r a e l ? ~ ~  The roughly 18 SS-2 1 

launchers and 28 Scud B and C launchers in Syria's possession pose an even 

greater threat, to Say nothing of the Scud launchers that Hussein may still be 

c ~ n c e a l i n ~ ? ~ ~  It is  clear that as long as leaders such as Saddam Hussein seek to 

acquire the ability to marry weapons of mass destruction with ballistic missile 

technology, and as long as regional tensions exist, the potential for instability 

leading to violent conHict is high. 

The DoD was sensitive to the fact that in order to field an ABM cornpliant 

system a strenuous review of the objectives of that system would be necessary. 

This. of course, is due to the severe limitations that the conditions of the ABM 

treaty impose on the developrnent of missile defense t e c h n ~ l o ~ ~ ? ~ '  in 1993 it 

responded by conducting a "Bottom-Up Review" of the curtent missile defense 

303 Ibid, 9 1. 
" The Military Balance 1998/99, 119-121, 151, 152, 171, 173. 
305 Luttwak and Koehl, 237-238. 

The Milifawy Balance 1996/97, (London: IISS, Oxford University Press. 1998). 123. 147. 
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missiles an te-entry vehicles they are intended to target. Limitations are dso set on the type of 
interceptors (i.e.: KEW, DEW etc.) and sensor systems that can be used, as weli as on the 
placement of the various components of missile defense systems. See; Ashton B. Carter, 



envir~nment?~~ As a resuit of the Review DoD concluded that international or 

accidental attack of the continental United States by either the Former Soviet 

Union or China was highly unlikely . DoD also concluded that the ability of other 

states to acquire ballistic missile technology capable of threatening the continental 

United States was uncertain. Subsequent BMD policy is reflective of this 

assessment. 

It hm been suggested that the developmental costs of BMD could be offset 

through participation in co-operative research and development projects. Of 

course the principal participants envisioned in these projects are the United States 

and Russia. In fact the potential benefits of cosperative BMD development are 

enonnous. In addition to cost sharing, the benefits of which may be marginal to 

the US given the state of the Russian economy, CO-operation could be expected to 

expedite the process of amending the ABM treaty to allow for fbll advantage to be 

taken of available technology. Cooper posits that there is reason to be optimistic 

about the possibility of co-operative development with Russia and other states, 

but warns that CO-operation must exist at the conceptual, military, and strategic 

l e ~ e l s . ' ~  Senator Malcolm Wallop also advises that Russian interest in joint 

development demands an acknowiedgment that the ABM treaty of 1972 is 

woefully out of date.) l0 

In addition to cost sharing and enabling the most productive use of 

available technology, essentially providing "more bang for the buck,"ccooperative 

- - 
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efforts at BMD development could help to foster global security. It is possible 

that in collaborating to develop strictly defensive weapons systems, divergent 

states might also subsequently seek to enter into comprehensive co-operative 

security agreements. By conjointly developing a defensive weapon system, states 

implicitly acknowledge a cornmon interest in defense against a common threat, 

even if that threat is an ambiguous one. A co-operative development program 

already exists between the US and Israel who are jointly developing the Anow 

exoatmospheric intercept system, and the Unmanned Assault Vehicle (UAV) 

Boost Phase Defense system?' ' 
Conclusion 

In its original inception BMD was viewed as a means ofaddressing a 

pnctical rnilitary threat posed by missile technology. Throughout the better part 

of the Cold War the United States was concerned that deployrnent of missile 

defense systems with the ability to defend either population centers or hard 

targets, such as missile silos, would antagonize the USSR and lead to the 

destabilization of the delicate strategic balance that was emerging between the 

two powers. The American position changed near the end of the Johnson 

administration. 

Under Johnson in 1967. deployment of the Sentinel ABM system was 

authorized. Sixteen months later it was announced that Sentine1 would be 

replaced by Safeguard, which took advantage of technological improvements in 

-- -- -- 
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missile defease. One day afier Safeguard deployment was completed in 1975 the 

program was scrapped. Clearly the decision to deploy in 1967 was the result of 

intense political pressure behg applied by the Republican Party. However 

deployment was executed with the objective of inducing the Soviet Union to 

agree to m s  control agreements, and not merely as a response to political 

pressure. In tum, an attempt was made to employ arms control as a means of 

ensuring that the development of both offensive and defensive strategic weapons 

did not undermine contlict stability between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. 

This is attested to by the 1972 signing of the SALT I accord of which the 

ABM treaty was an integral part. Soviet participation in arms control negoiiations 

tiom SALT 1 to START have been attributed to the desire of the USSR to impede 

US weapons development programs while trying to proceed with their own 

systems development. This approach was intended to give the Soviets a "fighting 

chance," so to speak, in competing with the US in an arms race. However, with 

the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War. concem over the 

comparative strategic strengths of the US and Russia has dissipated somewhat, 

due prîmarily to an easing of politicai tensions. 

In the p s t  Cold War era the control that the US and the USSR had 

exercised over their client States can no longer be relied upon to enhance regional 

stability and limit the occurrence of incidents of violent c~nfrontation."~ 

( A m y ) ,  Navy Area Defence (Lower Tier), Navy Theatre Wide (Upper Tier), Airborne Laser (Air 
Force), A m w  (Israei/U.S.), and UAV Eloost Phase ûefence (Israel/U.S.) 
j'' Y a m v  BarSimon-Tor, Israet. the Supemwers. and the W u  in the Middle East, (New York: 
Praeger? I987), 256. 



Regional instability resdting in the indiscriminate use of force as a means of 

confiict resolution is the most immanent security threat faced by states in an 

international system that increasingly ernphasizes open access to resources and 

economic markets through the process of globalization. 

In order to ensure that the economic, foreign, and security policies of the 

United States and other great powers remain relevant to the constantly changing 

texture of the international environment, it is instructive to recall the military 

theory of Car1 von Clausewitz, discussed in Chapter One. The significance of 

Clausewitz, for the purposes of this thesis, is that he defines and explains the 

relatioaship between war, which can be more generically perceived in terms of 

conflict, and the political needs and objectives of the state. For Clausewitz, while 

the dependence of military structures on the condition of the state may cause the 

general character of war to change throughout time, the specific nature of war as 

both an act of policy and a political instnunent unto itself does not change. In 

other words, it is possible that certain factors afTecting the structure of the state 

and its relationship to other states within a system may dictate that, in one era, the 

character of confiict and war may tend to be very limited, with open hostilities 

king quite rare. Furthemore, changes in those circumstances may occur over 

time, bringing about a state of affain in which conflict and war are more 

commonly characterized by the occurrence of open hostilities. However, 

regardless of what changes may occur regarding the character of confiict and war 

in successive historical peiods, the essential nature of war, and various other 



methods of confiict management, will always be to support and maintain the 

political interests of the state. 

This immutable fact establishes the need to reassess the post-Cold War 

international environment to determine where state's interests lie. The problem 

with this is that it is extremely dificult to make sense of the complex network of 

relationships amoog developed, developing, and underdeveloped states. The 

problem is M e r  compounded by the involvement of a variety of non-state 

actors, including, but not necessarily limited to, MNCs, NGOs, and various 

regional coalitions. Such a detailed examination is clearly well beyond the scope 

of this thesis. However, for the purposes of this thesis, it is suficient to make the 

relatively general observation that the simultaneous emphasis of the post-Cold 

War era on regionalism and globalism has meant that, on some level, the interests 

of most states are in some way tied to those of other states within the international 

system. While one could argue that this has always been the case, an even more 

compelling argument cm be made for the position that the recent technological 

developments which have contributed to "the information age" and the heightened 

global comectivity of states, orgam*zations, and individuais, serve to accentuate 

the degree to which states' interests are tied together. 

Having acknowledged this change in the way in which states relate with 

each other in the international system, it is necessary aiso to acknowledge the 

possibility that the general character of conflict and war may also have changed 

since the end of the Cold War. While the START regime and the CFE Treaty 

may represent confidence and security building measures that will help foster the 



continued development of fiiendly relations between the U.S. and Russia, the 

absence of an intensely inimical political relationship between the two countries 

lllnits the significance of the overall impact of these and other Post-Cold War 

arms control agreements. This is not to say that amis control has no role in the 

current security context. However, the emphasis of arms control has shified to the 

non-prolifetation of weapons to states and criminal 1 tenonst organizations that 

may seek to use them to disrupt the stability of the international system. Arms 

control measures suc h as the Missile Techno logy Control Regime, the C hemical 

and Biological Weapons Conventions, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and 

the Non-Proliferation Treaty, arnong others, continue to play an important role in 

slowing the proliferation of dangerous technology to those who would use them 

irresponsi bl y. 

Unfortunately m s  control agreements cm not be relied upon to the same 

extent as they were in the past to impose reliable quantitative and qualitative 

constmints on the spread of weapons technology. This is largely attributable to 

the fact that a deterrent relationship no longer exists between the United States 

and Russia. The state of &airs associated wîth mutual deterrence was one that 

gave both sides an incentive to cooperate with each other in the area of arms 

control. This cooperation helped to ensure that conflict stability was maintained 

and that nuclear war was averted. The overarching ifluence of both the United 

States and the Soviet Union throughout the world during the Cold War made it 

relatively easy to control contlict situations in such a way that they did wt 

threaten to dimpt that stability. 



In the current context, however, both the deterrent relationship and the 

overarching influence are absent. Today advanced industnaiized states such as 

the U.S., Germany, Japan, and Canada have a great deal invested in the 

international system and therefore share a common interest in preserving the 

stability of that system. However, the threat of superpower intervention against 

states that threaten that stability is not what it was during the Cold War. For this 

reason states such as Iran, Iraq, and North Korea have less incentive to agree and 

adhere to international measures to restnct the flow of amis. Consequently, amis 

control in the Post-Cold War era is a "stop-gap" measure, rather than a 'Yfool- 

proof" means of providing stability in the international system. 

As a result of the current security context, a clearly defined role for BMD 

technology does exist. BMD has the potential to contribute to regional stability 

and global security in four ways. The first way in which BMD may contribute to 

regional and global security, is, by being able to protect the criticai space-based 

systems that play such a vital role in the economic and security interests of d l  

states. and particularly those advanced industrial states that have a higher stake in 

the stability of the international systern. The second way is, by virtue of the fact 

that the capability to protect population centers and intervention forces wili 

continue to allow states to commit to international peacekeeping and peacemaking 

operations in contlici situations throughout the world. The third way is that a 

BMD capability cm act to enhance the range of retaliatory options available to a 

state that finds itself subject to provocation by ballistic missile attack. This 

provides a *te with a realistic range of options, fiom restraint to massive 



retaiiation, in response to an attack. The fourth way is, by entering into 

cooperative development programs a situation emerges which may allow 

divergent states to enter Uito common security agreements which may further 

enhance global security. 

Before BMD reasonably cm be expected to make a meaningfbl 

contribution to international security it will have to be released from the 

constraints imposed by the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. From its 

inception, the arguments for and againsi missile defence have remained largely 

the same. Proponents of BMD consistently cite the need to protect Amencan 

citizens against a limited attack ffom strategic ballistic missiles, while opponents 

have argued that BMD deployment on a large scale would be provocative, thereby 

threatening strategic stability. That the issue of strategic stability and mutual 

deterrence between the U.S. and Russia no longer applies has already k e n  made 

abundantly clear. 

Current opponents of BMD argue that no threat exists to justify the 

development and deployment of National Missile Defence systems. The fact of 

the matter is though, that a threat is looming on the horizon. Aside from the very 

real problem of the proliferation of fissile materials and ICBM technology is the 

vulnerability of the space-based communications, navigation, surveillance, and 

recomaissance systems on which the economies and security of the United States 

and al1 other advanced industrial states rest. To the shortsighted this "phantom 

menace" does not warrant either the amendment or abrogation of the ABM 

Treaty, or the required investrnent in NMD technology. However, if it takes until 



the release of the h a 1  tnlogy in George Lucas' "Star Wars" saga to realize the 

actual imminence of the threat and the need for space-based BMD systems, it will 

be to the detriment of the entire wotld. 



TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE 
UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON THE LIMITATION OF 

ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS 

Signed at Moscow May 26,1972 
Ratification advised by US. Senate August 3, 1972 
Ratified by U.S. President September 30, 1972 
Proclaimed by U.S. President October 3, 1972 
Instruments of ratification exchanged October 3, 1972 
Entered into force October 3, 1972 

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

Proceeding fiom the premise that nuclear war would have devastating 
consequences for al1 mankind, 

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

Proceeding fiom 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, 

Mindfùl of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 

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

Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tension and the 
strengthening of trust between States, 

Have agreed as follows: 

Article 1 

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. 

Article II 

1. For the purpose of this Treaty an ABM system is a system to 
counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory, currently 
consisting of: 

(a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles 
consuucted and deployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode; 

(b) ABM launchers, which are launchers constructed and deployed for 
launching ABM interceptor missiles; and 

(c) ABM radars, which are radars consüucted and depioyed for an 
ABM role. or of a type tested in an ABM mode. 

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

(a) operational: 

(b) under construction; 

(c) undergoing testing; 

(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion; or 

(e) mothballed. 

Article LI1 

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or theù 
components except that: 

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one 
hundred and fi@ kilometers and centered on the Party's national capital, a Party 
may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM launchers and w more than one 
hundred ABM interceptor missiles at launch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no 
more than six AE3M radar complexes, the area of each complex king circular and 
having a diameter of no more than three kilometers; and 



(b) within one ABM system deployment area kvhg  a radius of one 
hundred and fifty kilometers and containhg ICBM silo launchers, a Party may 
deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than one 
hundred ABM interceptor missiles at launch sites, (2) two large phased-array 
ABM radars comparable in potential to correspondhg ABM radars operational or 
under construction on the date of signature of the Treaty in an ABM system 
deployrnent area containing ICBM silo launchers, 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 ABM radars. 

Article IV 

The limitations provided for in Article III shall not apply to ABM 
systems or their components used for development or testing, and located within 
cment or additionally agreed test ranges. Each Party may have w more than a 
total of fifteen ABM launchers at 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 launches to provide them with such a capacity, 
not to develop, test, or deploy automatic or semi-automatic or other similar 
systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers. 

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

(b) not to deploy in the future radars for earl y warning of strategic 
ballistic missile attack except at locations dong the periphery of its national 
territory and oriented outward. 

Article WI 

Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modemization and 
replacement of ABM systems or theû components may be camed out. 



Article VI11 

ABM systems 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 dismantied under agreed 
procedures within the shortest possible agreed period of tirne. 

Article IX 

To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each Party 
undertakes not to tninsfer to other States, and not to deploy outside its national 
temtory, ABM systems or their components iimited by this Treaty. 

Article X 

Each Party undenakes not to assume 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 or compliance with the 
provisions ofthis Treaty. each Party shall use national technical means of 
verification at its disposal in a manner 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 concealment measures 
which impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the 
provisions of this Treaty. This obligation shall not require changes in c m n t  
construction, assembly, conversion, or overhad practices. 

Article XII1 

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of 
this Treaty, the Parties shall establish promptly a Standing Consultative 
Commission, within the h e w o r k  of which they will: 



(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations 
assumed and related situations which may be considered ambiguous; 

(b) provide on a voluntary basis such idonnation as either Party 
considers necessary to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations 
assumed; 

(c) consider questions involving unintended interférence with national 
technical means of verification: 

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which have a 
bearing on the provisions of this Treaty; 

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantling of 
ABM systems or their components in cases provided for by the provisions of this 
Treaîy ; 

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible proposais for further increasing 
the viability of this Treaty; including proposals for amendments in accordance 
with the provisions of this Treaty; 

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further rneasures aimed at 
limiting strategic arms. 

2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may amend as 
appropriate, Replations for the Standing Consultative Commission goveming 
procedures. composition and other relevant matters. 

Article XIV 

1. Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed 
amendments shall enter into Force in accordance witb the procedures goveming 
the entry into force of this Treaty. 

2. Five years d'ter entry into force of this Treaty, and at £Ive-year 
intervals thereafter. the Parties shdl together conduct a review of this Treaty. 

Article XV 

1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration. 

2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the 
right to withdraw nom this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to 
the subject matter of this Treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall 
give notice of its decision to the other Party six rnonths pnor to withdrawal h m  



the Treaty. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events the 
notifying Party regards as having jeopardized its supreme Uiterests. 

Article XVI 

1. 'ïhis Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the 
constitutional procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall enter into force on the 
day of the exchange of instruments of ratification. 

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter 
of the United Nations. 

DONE at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the English 
and Russian languages, both texts king equally authentic. 

FOR THE LTNITED STATES OF AMERICA: 
RICHARD NIXON 
President of the United States of America 

FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS: 
L. 1. BREZHNEV 
General Secretary of the Central Cornmittee of the CPSU 



AGWED STATEMENTS, COMMON UNDERSTANDiNGS, AND 
UNILATERAL STATEMENTS REGARDiNG THE TREATY BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE W O N  OF SOVIET SOCiALIST 

REPUBLICS ON THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILES 

1. AGREED STATEMENTS 

The document set forth below was agreed upon and initialed by the Heads 
of the Delegations on May 26, 1972 (letter designations added): 

Agreed Statements Regarding the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti- 
Ballistic Missile Systems 

The Parties understand that, in addition to the ABM radars which may be 
deployed in accordance with subparagraph (a) of Article III of the Treaty, those 
non-phased-array ABM radars operational on the date of signature of the Treaty 
within the ABM system deployment area for defense of the national capital may 
be retained. 

The Parties understand that the potential (the product of mean emitted 
power in watts and antenna area in square metea) of the smaller of the two large 
phased-my ABM radars referred to in subparagraph (b) of Article III of the 
Treaty is considered for purposes of the Treaty to be three million. 

The Parties understand that the center of the ABM system deployment 
area centered on the national capital and the center of the ABM system 
deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers for each Party shall be separated 
by no less than thirteen hundred kilometers. 

In order to insure fulfiilment of the obligation not to deploy ABM systems and 
their components except as provided in Article III of the Treaty, the Parties agree 
that in the event A 5 M  systems based on other physical principles and Uicluding 
components capable of substituthg for ABM intercepter missiles, ABM 
launchers, or ABM radars are created in the future, specific limitations on such 



systems and their components would be subject to discussion in accordance with 
Article XIlI and agreement in accordance with Article MV of the Treaty. 

The Parties understaad that Article V of the Treaty includes obligations 
not to develop, test or deploy ABM interceptor missiles for the delivery by each 
ABM interceptor missile of more than one independently guided warhead. 

The Parties agree not to deploy phased-array radars having a potentiai 
(the product of mean emitted power in watts and antenna area in square meters) 
exceeding three million, except as provided for in Articles III, IV, and VI of the 
Treaty, or except for the purposes of tnicking objects in outer space or for use as 
national technical means of verification. 

The Parties understand that Article IX of the Treaty includes the 
obligation of the United States and the USSR not to provide to other States 
technical descriptions or blueprints specially worked oui for the construction of 
M M  systems and their components limited by the Treaty. 

2. COMMON UNDERSTANDINGS 

Comrnon understanding of the Parties on the following mattea was 
reached during the negotiations: 

A. Location of ICBM Defenses 

The U.S. Delegation made the following staternent on May 26, 1972: 

Article III of the ABM Treaty provides for each side one ABM system 
deployment area centered on its national capital and one ABM system 
deployment area containing ICBM silo launchea. The two sides have registered 
agreement on the following staternent: "The Parties understand that the center of 
the ABM system deployment area centered on the national capital and the cenier 
of the ABM system deplopent area containing ICBM silo launchea for each 
Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen hundred kilometers." In this 
connection, the US. side notes that its ABM system deployment area for defense 
of ICBM silo launchers, located West of the Mississippi River, will be centered in 
the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployrnent area. (See Agreed Statement 
[Cl -) 



B. ABM Test Ranges 

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on Apri126, 1972: 

Article IV of the ABM Treaty provides that "the limitations provided for 
in Article II1 shall not apply to ABM systems or their components used for 
development or testing, and located within current or additiodly agreed test 
ranges." We believe it would be useful to assure that there is no misunderstanding 
as to current ABM test ranges. It is our understanding that ABM test ranges 
encompass the area within which ABM components are located for test purposes. 
The current U.S. ABM test ranges are at White Sands, New Mexico, and at 
Kwajalein Atoll, and the current Soviet ABM test range is near Sary Shagan in 
Kazakhstan. We consider that non-phased array radars of types used for range 
safety or instrumentation purposes may be located outside of ABM test ranges. 
We interpret the reference in Article N to "additionally agreed test ranges" to 
mean that ABM components will not be located at any othet test ranges without 
prior agreement between our Govermnents that there will be such additional 
ABM test ranges. 

On May 5, 1972, the Soviet Delegation stated that there was a common 
understanding on what ABM test ranges were, that the use of the types of non- 
ABM radars for range safety or instrumentation was not limited under the Treaty, 
that the reference in Article IV to "additionally agreed" test mges  was 
sufficiently clear, and that national means permitted identifying current test 
ranges. 

C. Mobile ABM Systems 

On January 29, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement: 

Article V(1) of the Joint Draft Text of the ABM Treaty includes an 
undertaking not to develop, test, or deploy mobile land-based ABM systems and 
their components. On May 5, 197 1, the U.S. side indicated that. in its view, a 
prohibition on development of mobile ABM systems and components would d e  
out the deployrnent of ABM launchen and radars which were not permanent fixed 
types. At that time, we asked for the Soviet view of this interpretation. Does the 
Soviet side agree with the U.S. sides interpretation put forward on May 5. 1971 ? 

On April 13, 1972, the Soviet Delegation said there is a general common 
understanding on this matter. 



D. Standing Consultative Commission 

Ambassador Smith made the followhg statement on May 22, 1972: 

The United States proposes that the sides agree that, with regard to initiai 
implernentation of the ABM Treaty's Article XII1 on the Standing Consultative 
Commission (SCC) and of the consultation Articles to the Interim Agreement on 
offensive amis and the Accidents Agreement, 1 agreement establishing the SCC 
will be worked out early in the follow-on SALT negotiations; until that is 
completed, the following arrangements will prevail: when SALT is in session, any 
consultation desired by either side under these Articles can be carried out by the 
two SALT Delegations; when SALT is not in session, ad hoc arrangements for 
any desued consultations under these Articles may be made through diplomatic 
charnels. 

Minister Semenov replied that, on an ad referendurn basis, he could agree 
that the U.S. statement corresponded to the Soviet understanding. 

E. Standstill 

On May 6, 1972, Minister Semenov made the following statement: 

In an et'tort to accommodate the wishes of the U.S. side, the Soviet 
Delegation is prepared to proceed on the basis that the two sides will in fact 
observe the obligations of both the Interim Agreement and the ABM Treaty 
beginning from the date of signature of these two documents. 

In reply. the US. Delegation made the following statement on May 20, 
1972: 

The United States agrees in principle with the Soviet statement made on 
May 6 concerning observance of obligations beginning fiom date of signature but 
we wouid like to make clear our understanding that this means that, pending 
ratification and acceptance, neither side would take any action prohibited by the 
agreements d e r  they had entered into force. This understanding would continue 
to apply in the absence of notification by either signatory of its intention not to 
proceed with ratification or approval. 

The Soviet Delegation indicated agreement with the U.S. statement. 



3. UNILATERAL STATEMENTS 

The foiiowing noteworthy unilateral statements were made during the 
negotiations by the United States Delegation: 

A. Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty 

On May 9, 1972, Ambassador Smith made the following statement: 

The U.S. Delegation has stressed the importance the US. Government 
attaches to achieving agreement on more complete limitations on strategic 
offensive arms, following agreement on an ABM Treaty and on an Interim 
Agreement on certain measures with respect to the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms. The U.S. Delegation believes that an objective of the follow-on 
negotiations should be to constrain and reduce on a long-term basis threats to the 
swivability of our respective strategic retaliatory forces. The USSR Delegation 
has also indicated that the objectives of SALT would remain unfulfilled without 
the achievement of an agreement providing for more complete limitations on 
strategic offensive m s .  Both sides recognize that the initial agreements would be 
steps toward the achievement of cornplete limitations on strategic arms. If an 
agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms limitations were 
not achieved within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeopardized. 
Should that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the ABM 
Treaty. The United States does not wish to see such a situation occur, nor do we 
believe that the USSR does. It is because we wish to prevent such a situation that 
we emphasize the importance the U.S. Govemment attaches to achievement of 
more complete limitations on strategic offensive anns. The US. Executive will 
inform the Congress, in connection with Congressional consideration of the ABM 
Treaty and the Interim Agreement, of this statement of the US. position. 

B. Tested in an ABM Mode 

On April7, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement: 

Article II of the Joint Text Dr& uses the term "tested in an ABM mode." 
in defining ABM components, and Article VI includes certain obligations 
conceming such testing. We believe that the sides should have a common 
understanding of this phrase. First, we would note that the testing provisions of 
the Ai3M Treaty are intended to apply to testing which occurs d e r  the date of 
signature of the Treaty, and not to any testing which may have occurred in the 
past. Next, we would ampli& the rernarks we have made on this subject during 
the previous Helsinki phase by setting forth the objectives which govem the U.S. 
view on the subject, namely, while 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 mode," we note that we would consider a 



launcher, missile or radar to be "tested in an ABM mode" if, for example, any of 
the following events occur: (1) a launcher is used to launch an ABM interceptor 
missile, (2) an interceptor missile is flight tested against a target vehicle which has 
a flight trajectory with characteristics of a stntegic ballistic missile flight 
trajectory, or is flight tested in conjunction with the test of an ABM interceptor 
missile or an ABM radar at the same test range, or is flight tested to an altitude 
inconsistent with interception of targets against which air defenses are deployed, 
(3) a radar makes rneasurements on a cooperative target vehicle of the kind 
referred 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 application of these cntena. 

C. No-Transfer Article of ABM Treaty 

On April 18, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement: 

In regard to this Article [IX], 1 have a brief and 1 believe self-explanatory 
statement to make. The U.S. side wishes to make clear that the provisions of this 
Article do not set a precedent for whatever provision may be considered for a 
Treaty on Limiting Strategic Offensive Arms. The question of transfer of strategic 
offensive arms is a far more complex issue, which may require a different 
solution. 

D. No lncrease in Defense of Earl y Warning Radars 

On July 28, 1970 the U.S. Delegation made the following statement: 

Since Hen House radars [Soviet ballistic missile early waming radars] can 
detect and track ballistic missile warheads at great distances, they have a 
significant ABM potential. Accordingly, the United States would regard any 
inc rease in the de fenses of suc h radars b y surface-to-air missiles as inconsistent 
with an agreement. 

1 See Article 7 of Agreement to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear 
War Between the United States of Amerka and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, signed September 30, 1 97 1. 
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