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The prolrferatron of nuclear, brological, chemrcal and ballisttc mrssde technologres 
to hostlle Third World countnes wrth the willingness to use them makes mlssrle 
defense more Important now than ever 
LTG Garner, Commander, Army Space & Strategrc Defense Command (6, A14) 

Mrsapplrcatron of the 1972 Anti-Ball&c Missile (ABM) Treaty has presented the 

United States wrth a predicament of having to choose between accepting contmued defense- 

lessness against theater missile threats on the one hand and jeopardizing the START 

reductions in offensive nuclear arsenals on the other This analysis focuses on the 

Issues rn addressing regional and theater threats, which are very likely to confront the 

United States and Its interests, versus addressing strategic threats, which are less 

probable but which jeopardize U S. national existence tf manifested The analysis also 

treats the concept of arms control as an instrument of defense strategy and Its trade-offs 

wrth direct active mrlltary defense programs The current state of play IS examined and a 

prescnption offered for reconciling the competing interests 

Policy Dilemma 

Current United States policy sets the requirement to acquire adequate theater 

missile defenses at odds with the goal of mamtarnrng strategic nuclear stability and 

pursuing deep cuts rn the size of the resrdual strategic nuclear arsenal of the Former 

Soviet Union. This policy dnft, wrth the tension rt creates between goals, IS a senous 

and wholly avoidable source of nsk and inefficiency to Important defense programs It IS 

the source of unnecessary cost, uncertainty and delay rn the full spectrum of theater 

missile defense rnrtratrves It has introduced confrontatron, mlscommunlcatron and 

fnctron In the drplomatlc process surroundmg the cooperation between the United States 

and Russia In the fmalrzatron and rmplementatron of the START agreements 

The root of this dilemma IS the theologrcal approach to arms control on both sides 



of the debate The old guard of arms control regards strategic stability as cntically 

dependent upon the ABM Treaty and the “mutual assured destruction” rt was created to 

preserve Any attempt to update the Treaty, its interpretation or its applicatron IS, to 

them a dangerous tmkenng with the cornerstone of nuclear peace (1) Spurgeon 

Keeney characterizes the ABM Treaty as follows “This barner, which preserves mutual 

assured deterrence, has long been a fundamental pillar of U S secunty polcy and a 

basrc assumption of planners in Moscow and Ber]mg as well ” (11, 3) Jack Mendelsohn 

and John Rhmelander add, ‘*the ABM treaty IS clearly the most Important U S. arms 

control agreement presently tn force For over 20 years It has been the keystone of the 

strategic nuclear relatronshrp between the two countnes ‘* (18, 8) 

The view of aggressive advocates for effective ballrstic missile defenses IS best 

stated by Frank Gaffney. 

The Clmton admrnrstratron’s fealty to the ABM Treaty can only be descrrbed 
as bizarre and rrresponsrble rn light of the fact that even those who created 
It -- President Richard Nixon and Secretary of State Henry Krssrnger - have 
acknowledged that the ABM Treaty has outlrved its usefulness. The bipolar 
world In which only U.S. and Soviet strategic forces enjoyed ballrstrc mrssrle 
capabrlrtres has given way to one In which many potentrally threatening 
arsenals contain these systems and increasingly include weapons of mass 
destructron that they can deliver In light of these changed circumstances, 
the disappearance of the Soviet Unwon and Moscow’s past vrolatrons of the 
ABM Treaty, the United States clearly should no longer permit It to preclude 
sensrble steps toward effective mrssrle defenses. (3, 1) 

The Clrnton admmrstration has chosen to steer a middle course which satrsfres 

neither side and has exacerbated the rancorous debate In the 1993 qumquennral 

ABM Treaty Review, the United States with Belarus, Russra and Ukraine Issued a joint 

communique. “Commrtment to the ABM Treaty was reaffirmed and rt was agreed 

that marntammg the vrabrlrty of the Treaty In vtew of polrtrcal and technological 

changes remains Important. The delegations at the Review advocated contmued 

efforts to strengthen the ABM Treaty.” Thrs drplomatese sought to paper over the 
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substantral drfferences. The ABM Treaty was to remam a “prllar” of arms control, but 

It was to be “strengthened” In view of polrtrcal and technologrcal changes. The 

Treaty was to be maintained but was to be trimmed to allow the United States to go 

forward with theater ballrstrc mrssrle defense programs. (26, 1) 

The Theater Ballistic Missile Threat 

The United States need for theater ballrstrc mtssrle defenses IS uncontrovert- 

rble. The threat or actual use of theater ballrstrc mrssrles IS becoming mcreasmgly 

characterrstic of regional conflrcts In the Middle East and Southwest Asia, ml&es 

have been employed by at least one side rn four of the last SIX major wars. Ballistrc 

mrssrle capabrlrtres are now In the hands of over twenty non-NATO countries. 

Moreover, weapons of mass destructron are being acquired by many of these 

countries that are either developmg or acqumng ballrstrc mrssrles. By the end of this 

decade, nudear weapons could be rn the hands of five to ten developrng nations. In 

addition, chemical weapons could be m the possession of up to twenty and biologrcal 

weapons in the possessron of up to ten developmg countries. (28, EX-3 & EX-4; 25, 

7-9) 

Currently theater ballrstrc mrssrles with ranges of 1000 krlometers or less 

account for 97 percent of the threat, but the threat IS projected to grow not only m 

the number of nations possessrng ballrstrc mIsslIes and the number of mrssrles pos- 

sessed; the range lethalrty and sophrstrcatron of the systems are all increasmg as 

well. China (CSS-2), India (Angr) and North Korea (No Dong/Taepo Dong) have all 

tested theater ballrstrc mrssrles with ranges well in excess of 1000 kilometers and 

Libya and Iran are developrng such capabrlitres. Moreover, Chma has already export- 
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ed the CSS-2 and despite assurances that they will refrain from prolrferatmg arms 

sales, all three countries have past records which are cause for concern. Thrs raises 

the volatrle possrbrlity that potential regional adversanes could leap to the top end of 

theater ballistic mrssrle capabrlrtres by buying what they would be unable to develop. 

(28, EX-3 & EX-4; 25, 7-9; 2, 11) 

As long as the United States lacks an effective active theater ballrstrc mrssrle 

defense, Its ability to project power and to Intervene effectrvely when Its national 

Interests are threatened by regional conflrct will be severely constrained m an 

environment of proliferated theater ballistrc mrssrle threat. The concern caused by 

Saddam Hussem’s Scuds during Desert Storm underscores this pomt. The drspropor- 

tronate effort that had to be devoted to hunting for the launchers, the mcentrve for 

Israel to retaliate Independently and the stress on the coalrtron whose members were 

either under the gun or wary of the escalation all point to the effectrveness of the 

mrssrles m altering the terms of the conflrct. If the build-up of Desert Shield had been 

actively opposed by theater ballrstlc mrssiles, It would have been vastly more difficult 

for the United States to amass the overwhelmmg m-theater logrstrcal resources that 

facrlrtated success. Indeed It might have been extremely drffrcult to gam the access 

to ports and arr fields that the build-up required Regional powers that possess 

theater ballrstrc mrssrles to delay and disrupt deployments and to terrorize and 

destabrlrze allies and rear areas could effectively upset the timing, mtensrty and 

effectiveness of United States mterventron. 

Given the rmmedracy, Importance and growing proportrons of the threat, the 

Clmton Admmlstratron made theater ballrstrc defense the number one pnonty of the 

Ballistrc MIsslIe Defense Organrzatron which replaced the Strategic Defense lnrtratrve 
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Organization. The programs undertaken to develop, test and deploy effective theater 

bailrstrc mrssrle defenses encompass Corps-SAM, Patnot Mod-3, THAAD, Navy Lower 

Tier, Navy Upper Tier and air-based boost phase Interceptors. These Include basing 

on land, air and sea; they cover near-term upgrades to exrstmg systems through 

development of advanced technologres to counter emerging threats; and they 

envrsron engagements over the full course of long and short trajectories--from mitral 

boost to terminal phase-exoatmosphenc as well as endoatmosphenc. (20; 27) 

The ABM Treaty 

The Anti-Ballrstrc MIsslIe Treaty of 1972 was created to marntam stabrlrty 

between the super powers In the context of what, rn the days of Defense Secretary 

McNamara, was termed “mutual assured destructron.” It was Intended to preserve 

cnsrs stabrlrty and arms race stability. Strategic defenses were viewed as potentrally 

destabrlrzmg In a cnsrs as they mrght lead a power to believe It could launch a first 

strike and count on Its ABM defenses to protect It against Its adversary’s retaliatory 

forces which survived. By ensuring that both remained defenseless against strategic 

nuclear forces, both super powers were protected against a first stnke since the 

mrtrator would be dissuaded by the certain expectation of massive retalratron. 

Strategic defenses were vrewed as destabrlrzmg to the arms race since they would 

Introduce a series of new rounds of acqursrtron of defenses and compensating 

Increases In offensive arsenals as each side sought to deny Its adversary a potentrally 

fatal advantage. 

The ABM Treaty accomplrshed Its purpose by strictly lrmrtmg the numbers and 

locatrons of strategic defenses. One srte with one hundred Interceptors IS allowed for 
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each side--Moscow for the USSR and Grand Forks for the United States. in addition, 

the ABM Treaty prohrbrts mobile land-, sea-, air-, or space-based ABM defenses and 

defenses using new technologres (e.g. lasers). Arhcle Vla of the Treaty prohibits the 

parties from giving non-ABM5 (e.g. permitted air defenses like Patriot) “capabrlrtres to 

counter strategic ml&es or their elements In flight tralectory.” It further prohibits 

testing non-ABM5 “In an ABM mode.” It IS Article Via which has become a stumblmg 

block for United States theater mIsslIe defenses. 

The Treaty offers no defmrtron either of “strategic missrles” or of “rn an ABM 

mode. ” This creates an ambrgurty with regard to the standard which the Treaty 

Imposes as a legal lrmrt on the technologrcal capabrlrties the partres can employ m 

theater mrssrle defenses. When the ABM Treaty was signed, the relevant gap was 

between arr defenses on the one hand and defenses against strategic ballrstrc mrssrles 

on the other. This gap was so wade as to obviate the necessity to clarify drstmctrons. 

But today the question IS the difference between defenses against theater vice 

strategic mrssrles, and the dlstmctrons are cntrcal and not at all clear. (1; 8, 20) 

This ambrgulty creates a gray area at the lrmrt of what capabrlrtres are allowed 

for theater ballrstrc mrssrles. The problem IS exacerbated by the mtnnsrc asymmetries 

of Treaty rmplementatron. With perfect knowledge of Its own defense systems and a 

policy of scrupulous adherence to treattes, the United States tends to lrmrt programs 

which would mfrrnge on the gray area. The United States is generally unwillmg to 

pursue programs which are not manrfestly treaty complrant. In observing the 

complrance of the other parties, the United States has far less full knowledge of the 

capabrlitres of the system. National technrcal means are the only formal source for 

such mformatron under the provrsrons of the ABM Treaty In addrtron, the United 
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States IS reluctant to accuse another party of noncomplrance unless the suspect 

actrvrty IS far Into or completely through the gray area. (1) 

Demarcation Neaotiation Efforts 

The United States theater mrssrle defense programs not only challenge the 

lrmrts of technology, they challenge the prevarlrng Interpretations of the ABM Treaty 

as well. From the mceptron, the adminrstratron had to grapple with the problem of 

how to proceed with effective theater ballrstrc mrssrle defenses without doing 

violence to the ABM Treaty. Clmton’s problem was srmplrfied by hrs wrllmgness to 

abandon the more ambmous mrssrle defense plans of rts predecessor. Following the 

general Bottom-Up Review, Clmton’s DOD assigned top mrssrle defense pnorrty to 

addressing regional theater threats, downgraded lrmrted national mrssrle defense to a 

technology readiness program, and gave bottom pnonty to development of advanced 

national defense technologres. In the Standrng Consultatrve Commrssron (SCCI, the 

negotratmg forum of the ABM Treaty, ClInton’s representative withdrew the Bush 

proposals: to remove restnctrons on developrng, and testing ABM technologies; to 

remove IImitatIons on radars and sensors; to remove lrmrts on ABM technology 

transfers; and to expand the number of allowed ABM sites and the number of allowed 

launchers and Interceptors at each site. In addrtron, the United States agreed to 

multrlateral successron to the ABM Treaty by the states of the Former Soviet Union. 

(10) 

The Clmton SCC offered to clarify both the “capabrlitres to counter” and the 

“tested In an ABM mode” provrsrons by renewing the Bush proposal to specrfy that 

the condltrons would be satisfied If no tests of theater balllstrc defense systems were 
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conducted against targets wtth maxrmum velocrty greater than five kilometers per 

second. This velocrty lrmrt corresponds to a target mrssrle range limit of about 3500 

krlometers. The START and INF treaties draw the lrne between strategic and theater 

ballrstrc mrssrles at the range of 5500 kilometers. Modern strategic ballistrc mrssrles 

have maxrmum velocrties of seven krlometers per second and more. The proposal 

offered a buffer to give reassurance to the ABM parties that the “demarcatron” 

between theater and strategic defenses would ensure the Integrity of the Treaty. (1; 

8, 20) 

The Fussran response was to accept the valrdrty of the proposed test-target 

lrmrts but to msrst that addrtronal direct lrmrts on theater ballrstrc mrssrle defense 

systems would be necessary to prevent possrble crrcumventron scenarios. The result 

was a withering barrage of proposals for direct lrmrts on the technrcal parameters of 

theater ballistrc mrssrle defense systems. All partrcrpants rn the negotratrons offered 

proposals for technrcal llmrts to be added to or substituted for the proposals of other 

sides. Parameter llmrts already accepted by the United States In the SCC negotra- 

trons Include: lrmrt of 5.5 km/set for air-based and land-based Interceptors; lrmrt of 

3.0 km/set for deployed sea-based Interceptors with SIX tests per year of sea-based 

interceptors up to 4.5 km/set; lrmrt air-based Interceptors to volume of two cubic 

meters and Interceptron range of 6C0 krlometers, prohrbrtron of deploymg Interceptors 

on heavy bombers. In addrtron, the Russians seek to* block all deployment of air- 

based systems; prohrbrt use of one type of defense system for both ascent and 

descent Intercepts; place numerous technrcal and operattonal lrmrts on system radars; 

and to lrmrt the total number of theater defense systems. In sum, such a “demarca- 

tion agreement” would be a theater ballrstrc mrssrle defense treaty far more complex, 
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technrcal, ngrd and proscnptrve than the ongmal ABM Treaty It seeks to clarify. (1; 

3, 27; 13, 16; 15, 24; 16, 20; 24, 1; 29, 3-4) 

The effect of such an outcome would be to erect a series of drffrcult obstacles 

In the path of United States efforts to develop, test and deploy effective theater 

mrssrle defenses. First, the proposed Irmrts Impact directly on the capabilitres that are 

legally open for use m theater defenses. To the extent that such lrmrts are meanmg- 

ful m affecting “capabrlitres to counter” they will bmd the effectiveness of future 

systems. Moreover, since the theater mrssrle defense technologres are still develop- 

mental, the Impact of legal limits IS difficult to forecast. The SCC negotiators are 

dealing In legal lrmrts on parameters of systems that are barely on the drawing board. 

What may seem to be a reasonable proposal In a Geneva conference room today may 

turn out to be a show stopper on a White Sands test range rn a few years. And 

perhaps most Important IS the effect on the essential reactive nature of defense 

technology. Theater mrsstle defenses must be free to develop to meet evolvmg 

threats. Legal lrmrts that prohrbrt certain kinds of defense technoiogres are a conve- 

nient signal to potential prolrferators; they can invest In offensive technologres with 

the security of legal prohibition against effective countermeasures. (1) 

Arms Control as an Instrument of Securitv Poliqr 

The essence of this polrcy dilemma IS that It IS a forced chorce between two 

falsely presented alternatives. The advocates of the competmg goals have set them 

up as absolutely essentral to national security and at the same time mutually exclu- 

sive. Theater ballrstrc mtssrle defenses are absolutely essential rf the United States IS 

to remam capable of pro)ectmg power and Intervening effectively when Its national 
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interests are threatened In regional conflrcts. Strategic stabllrty with Russia IS 

necessary as long as It alone In the world possesses the means to threaten United 

States national existence. But the ABM Treaty, which IS the “cornerstone” of 

strategic stability, limits the development, testing and deployment of effective mrssrle 

defense technologies. The two necessary ends are mutually exclusrve. 

Thus, the dilemma IS based on faulty premises In both Its parts: the ABM 

Treaty is not the cornerstone of strategic stabrlrty, and It does not prohibit develop- 

ment of highly effective theater mtssrle defense technologres. 

ABM Treaty is an Anachronism 

If the ABM Treaty was ever the cornerstone of strategic stabrlrty, the crrcum- 

stances have so altered since Its inception (rn the heyday of the Cold War) as to 

eliminate the premrses which once gave It credrbrlrty. It IS no longer necessary to 

preserve the ABM Treaty to prevent an offense/defense runaway escalatron of the 

arms race. Russia cannot afford to surreptrtrously develop and deploy an extensive 

ABM system; neither, likely can the United States So the demise of the Soviet 

Union, the comparatrve lrberalrzatron of the Russian polrtrcal system, and the impover- 

ishment of the Russian economy have combined to achieve what the United States 

Intended It-r negotiating the ABM Treaty--elrmmate the possrbrlrty that Russia would 

field defenses which might prompt a first-strike response to a cnsrs and, In any event, 

force a costly effort for the United States to match them 

Deputy Defense Secretary Deutch misstates the problem raised by the Impasse 

rn “demarcatron” negotratron “My worry IS It risks the ABM Treaty.” (22, Al ) The 

ABM Treaty IS an anachronrsm, and thus, risks to It are not of consequence per se. 
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What matters is that both the START I and Start II Treaties make direct reference to 

the ABM Treaty as essentrally a prerequisite. The explicrt link between these treaties 

and the fragile polrtrcal srtuatron m Russia mean that the treatment of the demarcation 

Issue could tip the balance for ratrfrcatron of START II In the Duma and even for 

Implementation by the Russians of the provrsrons of the already-m-force START 1. 

(22, Al ) The START reductrons serve the strategic Interests of the United States. In 

any case, It IS economrcally and polrtrcally certain that the United States WIN effect 

the START reductions of rts forces almost without regard to the complrance of the 

Russians. Clearly, then the United States has a strong interest in the ABM Treaty not 

as an end but as a means of helping keep the START process on track. (17, 33) 

Effective Theater Ballistic Missile Defense Not Prohibited 

The ABM Treaty was from Its mceptron an Instrument of strategic nuclear 

stabrlrty. The Treaty IS, then, threatened when a party acquires defenses which 

would undermine strategic cnsls stability--that IS, create a srtuatron In which a 

preemptive first strike would become more attractive to the defended party. No 

theater ballrstrc mrssrle defense the United States IS currently consrdenng comes 

remotely close to having such an effect--even In the most abstract and theoretrcal 

sense. The more advanced systems are stall In the concept development stage, years 

away from operatronal testing and strli farther away from actual deployment. In fact, 

the development of these systems IS going ahead whrle the negotratrons are stalled. 

In an rronrc twist, the United States actrons to pursue necessan/ weapons develop- 

ment have not raised undue concern In the Kremlin; the negotiations designed to 

smooth the way have exerted opposmon 
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Even when the most advanced theater balkstlc mIsslIe defense systems are 

developed, tested and deployed, they WIN pose no threat to strategic stability. They 

will not be designed or tested against very high speed strategic offensive mIsslIes. 

They will not be procured or deployed In numbers which would meanmgfully affect a 

strategic deterrent force numbering rn the thousands. These lrmltattons wtll be 

magnrfred by the massive simultaneous nature of the misslIe strikes In a deliberate 

strategic attack; the necessity of engaging each attacking mrssrle wrth multiple 

Interceptors to achieve a high probabrlrty of kill; and the fratrrcrde and control 

breakdown in the tactical structure desrgned for light theater attacks. Finally, United 

States theater mrsslle defenses will not be geographrcally deployed In a manner 

upsetting to strategic stabrllty. They will protect allies and deployed forces, not 

United States clues and 5110 fields. 

If It Ain’t Broke... 

Instead of rushmg to raise theoretrcal and legal debates In Geneva m order to 

protect the letter of the obsolete ABM Treaty, the United States should proceed 

quretly with the busmess of acqumng theater defenses. The ABM Treaty does not 

merit flxrng for Its own sake and the United States programs do It no vrolence In any 

case. As a symbol, It IS a helpful means to the ends of START, but as a symbol It IS 

hurt more than helped by legalrstrc drplomatrc wrangling. Rather than Indulge In 

theoretical debate over hypothetical crrcumventrons whrch can never be satrsfactonly 

responded to, the United States should pursue concrete actions toward compllant 

programs and be prepared to answer such legmmate mqumes or objectrons as may 

arise. 
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