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. Misconcep't.ions about Missile ~e:fan:s~ . 
.. ,.:._, 

. . 
. . ... . : ' 

1. - States like North Korea and Iran.would not dare to attack 
the .united States, knowing that :they would pay a terrible pric:·e ·· 

· in response< . Nuclear deterrence ·pre.vented the. Soviet Union from 
· .. attacking.·the' ,United'· Sti;ltes· .. ·and' 6ut'<a,ilies .. in •the.'Cold. War-/ .. · .. we·· ... 

. can· continue to rely on offen~iv.e c;teterrence instead. of irt:tssile " 
def ens es· .. · 

• ThE;. world has changed greatly° since the Cold War.. We no 
ionger Jiaye · tqe •Berl~n Wall and the ,Soviet. Unio'n, but, as, 

· ' the Pre·siden.t said~<this is still .. cl dangerous World~ ·'a le's~' 
certain( and a le~s 'predictable. on.·~.. . 

• We 'need to update our concept of·: dete~rence to reflect the 
realities of t[he current security' ,environme,fit I . which:.•.·. . . 

· includes weapons of qiass destruction in the ,hands of· some 
of the <\'Jorld' s ]_east: re.spo'nsib.le ·states. - • Theise Jeaderf:! .· 
place great value in posses.sing. even a smci:lt •n:utn,ber qf .··· 
long-ra.nge missiles. 

'.···· 
. . 

·• The leaders of these states· have demonstratecia wi°ll:i;rtgness 
to take _·-large gambles and are acquiring weapQns bf. m~ss · . 
. de.struction and' lorig""range missiles· as theTi- inean·s. tq. dete~ 
us from coming. to· the assist:.ance of our ··friends and allies 
in vital regions of interest. 

' . 
. .·· :'. .· . .· . ·.. .· . . . . 

• These· leaders may well believ~t:.hat they can blackmail. us 
.. )- - pre,\Terit' us from .helJ?ihg, th:~ :viqtims of .. their aggr~.i:;·r;;i.on; 

. - _;; if they can ;hold even': a small number of our cities :0r: .•.. ··· 
those' o~ 'our friends a.nd allies .. hostage to ,attac.k. 

• This is .not . Coid War d~terren.ce. States like North Korea 
and rran .a:re not seeking massiv~ arsenals for a first, : 
strike, .. :. we. are seeking the ;abJ.iity to .defeat 'a smail < 
nunlber Q.f. missiles to deny' these countries. an i:µstrurti~nt of 

· coercio'n and aggression. 

• Missile defense also provides an alternative to the grim 
prospect of being forced to order a retaliatory .strike that 

' :might.. kill many innocent civilians .for the ;reckles's i3;ct of 
an irresponsi];:>le 'dictator. . •. . 

~ . , -.. 

''·· ' 

, .. t .• 

.· / 

·'· . .' .· 

·. ~ - ' 



2.. The tech~ology for missile defense simply does not work~·. 
. ':;. 

•· The United States has formidable engineering and scientific 
capabilities that are up to the task. 

' . , . 

• In fact, we have already had several notable succe~s~s in 
our development programs. 

• The PAC-3 system has successfully intercepted target 
mi~siles in all seven intercept tests conducted thus f~r. 

• The last two intercept tests of the THAAD system were 
successful. 

• Israel's Arrow missile defense system, which was developed 
jointly with the U.S., has had successful tests and is now 
being deployed. 

• The ~irst intercept test of the ground-~ased system for 
defense· of the U.S. against · 1ong-'-range missiles was· also 
successful. 

• I~ this test, a warhead on a target missile la~nched from 
California was successfully destroyed by a kill vehic~e 
launched from an atoll in the South Pacffic. ··. 

• This ~as not a "lucky shot," or an event that occurred "by 
accident" as some have described it. When a target warhead 
and a kill vehicle that are each about the size 0£ ~ chair, 
Cdllide in the vastness of 'space. about 140 miles above the 
earth, at closing speeds of 15,000 miles per hour. after 
bein~ l~unched over 4,300 miles apart, that is not an 
accident. 

• Alth6ugh we have had many successful tests of our missile 
defense.systems, we have also had some failures. 

• This. is not unusual for development programs .. Test 
programs are designed to uncover engineering flaws and we 
expect that some future tests will inevitably not succeed. 
But we .will learn from.each event. 

• ~here were seVe~al notable failures in early tests of . 
rockets for the U.S. space program. Yet we pe~severed, and 
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eventually landed a man on the moon. In fact, manned space 
flight is '.almost routine today. ' ·· 

• As the President has said, we will evaluate what works and 
what does not in our missile defense programs. We know 
that there. will be. failures and that some approaches won't 
work. But we will build on our succe$ses. . 

3. ·Even if it could work, mis.sile defense costs too much money. 

• Bearing the cost of missile defense is a national security 
imperative given.the growing threats we face from rogue 
states. armed. with weapons of mass clestruction. arid seeking 
long-range missiles. 

• The cost to inaction cannot be measured in dollars·, 11amely 
vulnerability to blackmail or attack :j:rom. rogue states 
armed with WMD and missiles. 

• Lik~ other major· defense· programs, such ai;; those to· d~velop 
new fighter aircraft or ships I mis.Sile defense wil'1 1 require 
significant funding. Even so, it will only represent a 
small fraction of the defense budget .. 

4. · · I>iplomacz-: and.· arms control are more effective ways to stop 
proliferation. 

• Diplomacy is an essential .tool in countering WMD and 
missile proliferation. Prevention is the f~rst line Df 
defense .. 

' ' ' . . l ~' 

• We will work with friends and allies on nonprqliferaticm 
and counter-proliferation efforts t6 prevent and protect 
against the. spread of weapons of mass destr~ction and 
missiles. 

• The United States will continueto support.arms·contl;:ol. 
treaties like the Nohprolif.~'ratioh Treaty (NPT) , but we · 
understand that ~~ch agr~emerits have limits. Some rogue 
states cheat on such agreements, as Iraq did with its crash 
progra~ 1 to;develop a nuclear weapon prior to the Gulf War. 
Other rog\le nations simply do not join such international 
agr.eements. 
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':-.. 

. .. . ~ .· : ' 

. ; ' 

.·.··,.·::.-.':. 

:e··we ·know.that despite oui.best; ~ffort:s~,.· WMD·and·mi~~i·:i,e< 
proli·f eration has occurred bn 'a wide s·cale p.nd that ··" : .. 
determined nations will acqu1re .greater and more dan9e1:09us . 

. ·.capabilities in the fut11re. · . 

.:.. : ·,:, 

~··s> .. · The 1972'~:BM Treaty is the:"co.rI1erstone of s~:tategic• . . ·\ .·: 
:sta:b.i1ity." \ There would be pro:found. probleiils if the ·uri:fted · 
States were to withdt-aw 'f~om the ·Treaty. . . ' •, ... ·, . 

·• · The world has changed greq.tly. $:ince 1.972 ~ •.. 
'/'·. 

., •'" 

:. ' 

-- · ..... , ... ,,. '• :uhlik~. the Cold :wp;b, :today 1 ·s in6.~'t(\.irgeht th'f-~a~ st~m~; npt · . 

·-.. ';· 

,'l' 

,':, .... 

... ·'· 

~:. 

" 

from thousands of ballistic missiles in Soviet hands, but .. ·· 
front a small number of missiles in the hands of. rogues~· 

' <.... . .. ·_. ,' : . ·.. . .. ' 

• .. The President has .sraio we m~st ·ffiove beyond .. the constraints(; 
.0: qJ 'the. ABlV! Treaty t:o deter. arid (i~.fend ~gairlst.:;thi= threats 

of today's world~ · · • · · •. ; · · .··.·· ··· ... ·' ·• ..... · 

. • The ABM. Treaty codified the adversarial 'relationship 
between t~he superpowers. thC?.t ex;Lsted during tile Cold weir; .. 
It was premised on a ·reiati.onshi.p of dist:i:\fst and mutually 
assured destruct.ion•· We need. 'a: 'new·foun.datioh fo1( our · · 
strategic relatio.nship ~i th ··~µ~sia·. Russia• is nc;;t, th~ 
Soviet'. Union. Russia· ~'S not an enemy. 

•· We have begun real ·con'sul tatiort's W"i th :friends·, ·allies, <3,nd, 
importan!:.lY; with Russia 'abmlt ,a )1ew cooperativ~. fr~mewoik 

.·that: ,,,.addres$eS the. real,ities· 'o;:fi. the.post:-C()ld, ·:wa,r ·WC))::fci,.:'.>··, . 
. . ,· : ~ ',; ' ·~ . ,"','. " ' " : ·, .. , ;.. . ~" :•;, . ' . . . 

;'•~' 

• 'This 'new. framewor)c will all.ow. f'or. pefenses, <_ substantiai 
redfctions in strategic offensive· forces, as well as 

.courter- and non-proliferatiqn efforts. 
"' .'\ 

\, .· . ' .. ·-:.· 
" : ... · .. : :, . . -. :. . ....:.\'.,, ·;. . ' ;. . . ·-... ' . ' ' ._ ': . . -~ . :; ·_ 

6 ..... Pe.ployin~,n.t of missiie.defenseswill lead t6: a·ne; arins rac~.· .· 

• 

.. i···.' : . . :·:. ·. -; 

We have .. said all . along that we seek· missile defenses t.o 
deal with the threat Of blackmall.and terro:r by rogue 
·.states . 

:. . ,,. . ' -~ ... ' 

.< ·:~.- ··::;~: -..;.·. •.-

•.•. The limited missile defenses ~e.:±n:tend to deploy ·wouid. on:i,:y 
·be capable o:f defending against bandfuls of incoming 
missiie!3, not hundred$ o:r tnous.anos. 

.·.":. i-• ...... 
·' -.. ' ' ~·' 

'; .. '• 

..... •.' 
'•\, .. ~ 

·'''.·' 
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', :•·,. 

... 
'1'. .• • ' 

'·'•· ' '' .. 

• .The limited rriisslle defense that we·t.i-illdeploy would not· 
. in any way l;lndercut the Russian f,lUCl.ear deterrent,. even at: 
levels below. those reportedly' be.ing contemplated by Russia. 

' . . . . . ; . ' - . 

~, Furthermo,re,'- Russia has maint.ained am.f~sile defense system 
· ... f .·,' .. aro·un·a ·Mas~OW for, ciecaaeS ··an·a · ·unde·rs·t~:nas .. that::\ili$"s.·i1e· · 

defenses are not ,.provocative .().r desta,bil,izing .. 
''' ' . . . . ' 

•· China is alr.eady engaged in a subst~ntial effort tc:> . · . 
modernize its strategic nuclear forces wl;lich a:fe currently 
capable qf striking .the United States.· . We d,o·D:ot hel:ieve·\ " ·. · 
our. deployment of limited missile defenses should lead. 
Beij.i;rig ·to fllrther · acce'lerate> or expand: .its buildul/ of .. 

·. strategic nuqlear forces. . ... 

' . ··. ' 

•> ·oefense. procu:rement is· a very transp~r.e:nt. p·to~ess :i:n the 
United states. The limited scale of' long-r~tnge rrtissiie · 
defenses we seek will be Clear to a:tl artd b·~ 'the> s'u~~-~ct of: 

.·public .discuss·icm and deba~.e. 

•.',:.Furthermo~e, one of the factors ··th'at makes 6a1iistic 
. missi,les' so attract.ive tb I1lany state~ is that·-~~fective 

:defenses.. have not been f:i.elded'to counter them} Missile· .. 
def ertses devalue these weapons, thereby reQ.uq}rg inceriti ves · · 
for proliferation~ >: · , · -

.···.· 

7. DE:!p~oyment of ·missile de,,fenses· .will h~nn, r.elati.oris with : 
Russia and China. , 

•• we believe it is lrriportant for Russi~.' an~ the"~ni~ed.States 
to> work· together to deVelop a new· f~undatiori. for.: our 
relationship· in the. 21st Century. 
... .r .·:-· . . - . 

. •·· This .relationship should no iongerbe based on- the 1972 A.BM 
Treaty,. which was premised on an adversari~l relationship·' . .. 

, ... -,., 

· bf distrust artd mutually assured d.estruc;;:ti.on.. · \ · 

'e The }\BM Treaty was created ae the he:i.'ght. df -the Colli Wa:t'.;·· . 
. and .:grohibits us from def en.ding o·ur nation's territory and 
. that: of our friends and allies agairis_t the groviing threat 
posed by the. proliferation ;ef. weaponf3. of. mass ,destruction .. 
a,nd ballistic missiles. · · · · 

• Th~ new framework of our_ relatioriship wit.h Rl_:Issia shbi,lld 
· ~.·- ... :r"e .. t·J:.e·ct. a· cle.a~ ·artd cl.ea:r ;.··bre.a:k· .. · f~iom·· tiie .·cO.l·d w:ar~,·· ·:.ana· ,. .. · ·.-_ .. 
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1:· 

\ .. 

.. " > 
• ; > > 

· ... 

..... ·.·-··-

... ~ 

should be pre~ised on openness, mutual confidence,· and. real 
opportunl ties for cooperation. · 

.· .... . '·. 

bf. 

. :. 
.. ' 

~•'' over the. coming months,· we hope to complete the' work 
changfng the U. s. -Russia relatiqnship Jr(>m orie ·based 
mU:ttial' balance o.f· terror to .0ne.:based on .commdn· ' · 

Oi;l a . ., 

· r·e~pbn.slbiliti~s· and. comrndni :Li1teiests~·.·" .·· 
.. ~ .. 

. . ' . . . . . . 

• With regard, to. China, we db not ·view· China as an erieri\y,·· and: 
our limited· missile defenses are not directed at it. > C)µ.r · 

defenses are designed to prote6t against those states .that. 
would threaten or blackmail us. 

• We do riot believe. the deployment of limited missile 
defenses should compel ·china·to increase the·paceand scale 

. . . (. . . . . '· ' .. .. . . ·: 

of its already ambitious efJort to both modernize its 
. ' strategic nuclear forces and:.·aepioy hundre!ds o'f short¢r~·. 

range .. u\is:siles· opposite Tai\'!afr; .. ' . \ .. · ... , . . > 
.. " .:.~. . .:~.:.·~?>·'· 

•! ·· Furth~imore '· .missile defenses 'are ,not provocative': ;i·Th~se · <. 
p~re1y· defensive weapons can only be used to defeat arr .. · 
inc;omingmissile launched.by·aIJ. aggressor. or·a·missile 
launched by.accident'. 

8. Deplo¥ment of missile defenses will split the .u.s~ ~rom our 
all.ies who are oppose,d to this. idea. , ' 

• 

• 

':['here is. a grpwing recognition among- ~llies fh~t:·~.th~ ~.hreat 
frpm WMD ·and missiles is. growing: and .. represents :a· major,·:;·''· 
sec:urity tha;t.lenge for the f1.l{ure: ... 'This is refiecteq.-.rti~ 
statements by many national ·ie:~de.is in Europe and:.As'fa.':~· · 

. . . ::·: . .. ' 

there is also a growing recognition that ,missile defenses 
are 'a.n essential element of the response to today; s < . 

. t:h.reats. This is clearly- se~ri in the remarks by. a nuriiber '· 
o:f allied leaders . 

. ;·,· ... 

• '.:The list of countries with weapons of mass. dest:ruc'tfbrt and 
,ballistic missile programEi:d:rtclucjes ·some o"t·. t);i~ .. wo;r1d~·E3 . ' . 
·1e,ast responsible states .. This. pos~s a. gi:-owing; thieat, to· ... 
. ,'th~ United States, as well a~· tG our friends. and alli~s, .. :· 

,; ' · ... :/. ". ". . ·• .. · i. ..... . " . . ...... .· 

•. tl:iese rqgue states seek weapons of.mass destr1.lc'tiori .tC, · 
intimidate their neighbors an,d to ke.ep the u.s .. anci. other. 
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nations from helping allies and friends who may be victims 
of aggression. 

• When Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in 1990, the. world, . 
, j oJ.ned f9rces to turn him back. . But the .. international 
community would have faced a very different situation had 
Hussein possessed the means to blackmail us and our allies 
with even a few nuclear-tipped missiles. 

• · Far from splitting. the United States from our allies, 
missile defenses.help us to·Iheet our international 
commitments to come to their aid in a crisis. 

• The President recently sent several high-level u. s. 
delegations around the world to.consult with friends and 

.allies on this important .topic. 

,) 

· • We intend to continue working with· friends arid allies to 
create a new framework for security and stability that 
reflects the new strategic e.nvironment. 

9. Missile de.fense does· not defend against. other means of 
· delivering a WMD payload to the. U. S ~, such as a terror:i.st l.lsing 

a suitcase or car bomb. 

• The United States must. Cilso def end against these other 
threats. 

• The United States spent about $11 ~illiort last year on . 
counter-terrorism efforts, about twice as.muchas we did on 
missile defense~ ~e also work closely with friends, 
allies, and the broader international .community on c:ounter­
terrorism initiatives. 

• The Pres:i,dent recognizes the need to do more tO protE:ict 
·America's homeland and citizens against the possibility 
that a terrorist group could use weapons of mass 
destruction against targets in the United States. 

• In May, the President laundhed a major initiative, 
appointing Vice.President Cheney to oversee the devel9pment 
of a coordinated n.ational effort that wil1 expand and 
integrate the myriad federal, state,· and.local government 
efforts in the WMD preparedness area. 
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• The President has asked the Director of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency to create an.Office .of Nationa1 
Preparedness. This Office will be responsible for. 
implementing the results of those parts of the national 
effort overseen by Vice President Cheney that deal with . 
consequence management. , Specifically, it·will coordinate 
all Federal programs dealing· with weapons of mass 
destruction consequence management within the Departments 

.·of Defense, Health and· Human Services, Justice,. and Energy, 
. the Environmental Protection Agency, and other federal . -
agencies. 

• But, in addition to defending against the potential 
terrorist use of weapons of mass destruction in the United 
States, ·we also need missile defense because countries .like 
Iran and North Korea are making ~normous effo:i::-ts.to b:cquire 
arid develop long""'range ballistic missiles -- suggesting 
that ballistic qi.issiles are .the "weapons of choice" for 
these' nations for coercion and blackmail .. 

10. The United States has exaggerated the WMD and missile 
threat. •We should wait until we see whether the long.,range 
missile threat actually materia.lizes before we deploy defenses. 

• The threat ·from ballistic missiles is already present ahd 
will continue to grow. 

. ' ! 

• For example, in 1998 North Korea launched a three..:stage 
Taepo Dong 1 missile.that overflew Japan. The. Intelligence 
Community assesses that this launch. demonstra.t.ed the 
ability of North Korea to deliver a small payload to the 
United States. The Taepo Dong 2 missi1e currently un.der 
development in North Korea will have an even greater. rc;mge 
and payload capability. 

• . A nutnber of rogue states also posse,ss ].arge puTT1beps of 
short- and medium-rang'e missiles that pose. a significant 
threat to deployed U.S. forces, and friends _and allies 
abroad. ' 

• Ballistic missiles, first used over 50 years.ago when 
Germany launched hundreds of V-2 rockets against Great 

.Britain, have become an increasingly cqmmon feature of 
modern conflict. For example, hundreds of ballistic 
missiles were used during the Iran-Iraq war in the 19BOs. 
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• In. the ·Persia:n Gui'f :War. in 1991, :28 American sola:i~rs wet{ 
kill~d and ·99. wer~ woupded by a sin_gle Iraqi ... sc::ud .miss.ile. ·. 
that ·hit a barracks in Saudi." Arabia.· This is a. high ·· · · 
·percentage of the total casualties the United St.ates· 
suffered. in that conflict, "i;n which 'i:48 troops" were killed; " 

" and . 4 7 0 were wounded in combat . " 

·• ·,Only now:, more than . ro years after that attack, 
"< ·abo~t 'tb field an effective capabi"ri't"y designed 

" th~ short-range. :threat. we do riot wish to ever 
· · s'Uch a. position again; ·. · 

are we··· . . 
t6 tountef.•.· : 
be put in. 

... ,·, 

.· ··• ":B•ecau·se Of the time··. it takes to · tield d~fens.es, · we ~atinot .·. 
wait ~ntil an everi greater lohg-:range mi13sile threat is 

" "" ··:·:u:p6n>us td begin" deveioprrie"n6' arid ,t'esting of systems to 
c'ou!lter this threat. ·· · · · 

... ,, ,_i' .·.'. 

·: .:· 

·• 

· .. · 
·.'.• 

' " " 

The number .of ballistic mis.siles on the f[2ce of the earth, 
arid. the number" of countrie.s pbsses13ing them is growing'. " .. · ·"" 
The technology for ballistic missiles is ubiqlii,t:ous .. ·The · 

.. e:k::L:s'tertce.··o·f: this··.·.t.hre-a·t·-"·.·.-i:S. ·not d.ebat·.able··:-.. -···::- :~-~t:t;::.:_i·s .r:e,a:·lr.=<· 
• ' .. ,"• ·_.. 'r ' • 

.··.·'• 

• Sweeping pblitical changes have occurred·;ver: t"he 'lai:?t· IS: 
years and many mbre .:w.il.l occur over the next is years. The 

,. · · w()rld· ,of 201$. wil·l almost"tettainiy be little li,J<~.-today/ 
·and will without. a doubt J>e ndtably different from what 
today.' s experts .are. co.rif·ideritlyforecasting .. 
,. ·.·, . . 

"" . 
. ·.;.," 

While it is difficult 'to k;now pr.ee:isely 
us, or wh.ere, or when, we know that the 
ballistic;:. mi.ssiles ·wLli not disappear: 
to develop the means to defend against 

who willthreS:ten: 
te.chriology, for.· .. 
This is why we need 

these weapons . 
.. :·;:._ .... 

.' : ·. ~~, . 

. ll,.. 'J.:b,e UI1ite_cj S1;:~tes can do all the mi .. ssdle d~f~n~se, :i;-es,earch 
" aricf testing it needs in the next couple of years without 
· l:>.reaking the A:SM Treaty. . . · 
,1· ,·, .. . r.· 

• ·The ABM Treaty prevents us· from a,cquiring the c;:a'pabili,ties ~ 
" ' &~ need .to deter a:nd defend against t"he new threats we " 

·.·face~ 
..... ,..' ........ ·. ...· 

~· ' ' . 
. ··: ,,·· 

• Under Article I of the Treaty~ tfre United Stat~s is not 
; .-.pe:rmitted tQ defend all so st,ates "against missile attack,; •", " 

no,r .are we pe+mitted to deferid even a· single City unde:r; the. 

.; ,(·· . 

;.'· 
; 

_,.,·. 

··,_ 
l>.j. 



.. 
· . T:r"eaty' s 1_1974 P:t:otocol. We are only permitted to. defend a 
~issile field in North Dakota, 

• Article v of the Treaty prohibits the development, ce~tirig, 
and deployment of ABM systems and components which are sea,, 
based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land~based; 

• ·Article VF bans the development, testing, · ahd dep1crytnent of 
"theater defenses" that have the capability to. coll.nter· 
lqnger-range strategic missiles; and 

• Article IX prevents us from sharing and working on :'defenses : · 
against. longer~range missiles. with our alliem .. a:r:rd even with 

- ' ."" ,· ', _, ,.,. ' :... -. .· 

Russia. 

• Th,e ·Clinton Administration. designed its missile defense 
development and. test programs to ,be as coni:;ist,ent. with .the 
ABM Treaty as possible. Once so designed, that ' 

· Admi'nistra'tion could and did claim that the ABM Treaty was 
not inhibiting missile. defense. development anp tes,fing. < . 

However, contrary to the claims of many, even the 'clintdn 
Administration's NMD system, which· involved the placement. 
of ground-based interceptors and construction of .an ABM 
radar in Alaska, ·could not be deployed under t.he. Treaty, as 
President Clinto~ himself acknowledged. 

• As the President.has said, we will examine all available 
technologies and basing modes for missile defense. 1:}.s we 
have ir1formed our allies and Russia., we expect oµr RDT&E 
efforts will conflict with ABM Treaty limitation? .in a 

·matter of months, not years. 

12. Extensive debate is needed on the President's m1ssile 1. .. 

. defense initiative, since polls show most American~s don't know 
much about missile defense and generally do not support it~ 

• Missile defense has been one of the most.· widely discµssed 
and debated security issues in recent years. lvrajor 
newspapers routinely report on it and. the op-.ed pages . 
around the country are filled with artic1.es on the subject. 

·congress has held numerous hearings in recent/years; and 
legislation on the subject has been hotly debated'; 

we w.elcome this debate I because the facts and. arguments. in 
·favor of missile defense are' compelling.·. 
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• Furthermore, recent polls show the American public supports 
the President's missile• defense ini t,iati ve. For example, a. 
poll conducted by the Pew Research Center i;n collaborat.:Lon . 
with the Council on Foreign Relations in May shows that the 
Administration's missile defense initiative is supp0rted by 
the public by a 51 to 38 pe~~erit margin. 

• This poll also showed that the public has a substantially 
greater awareness of the arguments against missile ·defense 
than those favoring it. Despite thi~ ~awareness gap," the 
arguments in favor of defenses were accepted by a clear 
majority of respondents as· important reasons to support the 

. program. None of the counter-arguments was considered an 
·important reason to oppose the program. 

13. In a return to "Star Wars," the Bush.Administration intends 
to pursue a "massive" missile defense program .. Although the 
Pre~ident has spoken of a limited defense, in order to provide 
p:i;:-otection to f+ie~ds and allies and to def end against an 
accidental launch of a Russi.an ICBM that would e~ploy 
.sophisticated countermeasures, a very large missile defense 
system will be needed. 

.. ' 

• The Administr.ation has said all along that w·e s.eek. missile 
defenses to deai with the threat posed by a stnall number of 
missiles in the harids of rogue states. 

• The limited defenses· we intend to deploy will only be. 
capable of defending againstLhandfuls of incoming missiles, 
not hundreds or thousands. Such defenses w:j.11 not undercut 
the Russian nuclear deterrent, even at levels· below those 
reportedly contemplated by Russia: 

• There is a growing recognition among friends an~. allies 
that the threat from WMD and miss_iles is increasing· and 
that missile defenses are an essential element of the 
response to this threat. This i~ clearly seen in the 
remarks by a number of allied leaders. The President .. · is 
committed to working together with friends and· allies:to 
address this common threat. 

• However, the assertion that th~ Pres{dent intends to pursue 
a "''world-wide" missile defense' sy°stem on a ''massive'· scale 
is unfounded. 
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Misconceptions about .Missile Defense 

1. States like North Korea and Iran would not dare to attack 
the United States, knowing that they would pay a terribl.e price 
in response. Nuclear deterrence prevented the SovietUnion from 

·.attacking the United States and our allies in the .Cold War. We 
can.continue to rely on offensive deterrence instead of missile 
defenses. 

• The world has changed greatly since the Cold.War~ We no 
longer have the Berlin Wall and the Soviet Union, but, as 
the President said, this is still a dangerous world, a iess 
certain, and a less predictable one. 

• We need to update our concept of deterrence to ref le ct the 
realities of the cuirent security environment, ~hich 
includes weapons of ma~s destruction in the hands of some 
of the. world's least responsible states. These leaders· .· 

.· p1ace .. ,,great value in possessin$' .even a small num]::)er Cif:. 
long~range missiles, 

• The. leaders of .these sta~es have demonstrated• a willi·ngness . 
to take large gambles and are acquiring weapons of mass 
destruction and long-rapge missiles as the:ir means.·io deter 
us from coming to the assistance of our friends -and allies' 

'1... ip· ~i t·a.1 regions· Of interest.... ·· ... 1 ... 

• ThE:lseleaders may well believe that t):ieycan:blac]<ma~(us .. 
- "'·. prevent us from helping ·t.he victims of. th~:~r· a,ggr:~$s{on 

·, - - if they can hold even a sma11· nµmbe:q .. of Otj'.r c;::ities ior' 
those of our friends and al-lies host.'age to attack: 

·'' 

• This is !lot Cold War deterrence. States like Nor;th .Kore.a . 
and Iran are not seeking massive arseria.ls for: a. first ·· 
strike. We. are seeking· the abili. ty to defeat a small 
number of missiles to deny these countries an instrlimerit of 
coercio.n .and aggression. 

·. ·. 

• Missile defense also provides an alternative ta,the grim .. 
prospect of being forced to order a retaliatory strike that. 
mi~ht kill many innocent civilians for the reckless ~ct'of 
an irresponsible dictator. 



·. 

·: .· 

• : ~ A 

.. · .. ·· 

"·'./ ',; 

,, 
.· . ·. 

2.. ·. The. technology for missile defense .simply dQes no~ work~·,.· .. 
. l ·'.; ~ -. . • .... ;. ':. ' • ,; .:,;~··::. ':·. ,. -~~- • 

. ~ .· ·-
• The United States has. formidable engineeringanq scientific . 

• 

-:, ··. 

.: .. 

c~pab;Llities that are up· to. ~he task; ., 
:. -~· .· . ' "< j 

.:, 

In 'fact,. we have already had several· notable succ·e§ses in· 
our~development,progra~~~ •' 

The PAC-3 · systerri has successfully intercepted t·ar'get · ··· 
missiles .. in all seven inter,cept, tests' conducted tl:rtis ·far. ' 

.,,_ .... ,. ·. . :·~-- . "" ' . 

• The last two intercept tests o~ the THAAD syst~·ril were 
~-u.cq·eE?s·ful. · ".-; 

··,.-,, ,· .. 
. . 

·· ·•• Israel's Arrow missile defense system; . which wa:s · dev.efoped . 
. jointly .wi t,h the u • s • f has had successful tests ·and is· how. 
··being·dep1oyect. ; · · · 

'»·:·· 

' ' • The f irs.t intercept test . of the ground-based system, ~Or· 
' de.tense .. of the u~s .· :aga!inst · lbhg-"-range, missile$ :was. al'so · . 

. ' successful', T . >'. ' 

•'>Ill this test, a warhead on a target niissil~ la~ridied fi:bm 
' . oaiiiornia was successfui1y 'destroyed by a ki11_ veh:lcle 

launched from. an atoll .;Ln the.· South Pacific. · 
I. ~., 

.. • ·:·'.Thii: was not a·. "'lucky :~hot ,.,,~,"Q:t an e~erit that. 0¢.cµri-~d· .. \\by· 
acc.ident" as some have described it. when. a t;arget warhead. 
and a. kill vehicle that are each· about the size of a .. chair,•· 

' - ·'. ·601'1•ide in the vastnes~ of space' -~bout i.i 0 mil~~: 'abov~ .. the 
·., earth, at ciosing Speeds. Of· 15 f 000 ffiiles p~r hour after -

being ··launched over 4 f 3.00 rp.iles apart f that is not' an 
.. ,,- .. · 

·> . . ,_ a.ccident. · 
· ... ·.•, 

,: . ' ~ 

, • A,lthough •·we have had many successful tests of our missile 
,deJense. systems( we ha.J.e also ·had so~e· fai.lures,; · · · · · . ' .·, 

·. • ·This is not unusual for deveiop~ent>programs. . Test , . . . 
.: p;r-ograms are designed 'tq: \mcover engineeri:rig flaws a:q.d.: we. 

expec't that some future tests 'will, inevitably f).ot sµci(:'~ed. 
·But we will learn fr·om.· each event .. · · • 

"'- " , ..... 
';,_..·" ., .. 

\'• · :Th~j:-e· were 'sever~l not<:l.:b1e faih1:t,es in• early test~ ¢f'{ 
rockets for the u. s. space program.. Yet we persevered, ':arid·· 

•, · .... ; 
.·.1·· 

2 
. ' 

.:: .. ·'.::':·.· .··. ;_ 

.... : .. :. .. 

. ..... 

" , .. ; -

' ... 



. ' . ' ' 
. . 

eventually landed a man on.the moon. In fact, manned<space 
flight is almost routine today. 

• As the President has said, we will evaluate what wOrk.s and 
what does not in our missile defense programs .. We kriow 
that there will be failures and that some. app:i;-oaches won't 
work .. But we will build on our s~cce~~es. ' 

. . 

3. Eve~ if it could work; missile· defense costs too. much money. 

• · Bearing the cost of missile defense. is a national security 
imperative given the growing threats .we face from rogue 
states armed. with weapons of mass destruction and seeking 
lorig~range~issiles. 

• 

.. 
Th,e cost to inaction cannot be measured in dollars'·· na.me~y . 
vulnerability to blackmail or attack from rogue states 
armed with WMD and missiles. 

Lik~ other major defense programs I such as those. to develop . 
' ' ,." 

new fighter aircraft or ships, missile defense will requiie 
, ,sigpificant funding. Even sq, it ~ill only represent a 

small fraction of the defense budget. 

4. ·Diplomacy and arins control are more effectiv.e ways to stop 
proliferation. 

• Diplomacy is an essential tool in countering WMD and 
missile. proliferation. Prevention is the fir .. st line of 
defense: 

• We will work with friends and allies on nonp:roliferation 
arid ~ounter-proliferation ~fforts to prevent and protect 
against the spread of weapons of mass destruct.ion arid 

.missiles. 

• The United States will continue to support arms Control . 
treaties like.the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), but we 
understand that such agreements have limits. Some rogue 
states cheat on such agreements, as :r:raq did with its crash. 
program·to develop a. nuclear weapon prior·to·the Gu'.lf .War. 
Other rogue nations simply do not join such international 
agreements. 
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• We know that despite our best efforts, WMD and missile 
proliferation has occurred on a wide scale and that 
d~termined nations will acquire greater and more dangerous 
capabilities in the future.· 

·5. The.1972 ABM Treaty is the "cornerstone of ·strategic 
stabil.itY•" There would be profound problems if the United 
Stat~s were to withdraw from the T,reaty. 

• The world has changed greatly since· 1972. 

•.Unlike the Cold War, today's.most u~gknt.threi:ltstems trbt. 
from thousands of :ballistic missiles.in Soviet hands, but 
from a small number of missiles in the hands of rogues. 

• The President has said we must move beyond th~ constraints 
of the ABM Treaty to deter and def end against the threats 

. of today' 9 world. 

·• .rhe .ABM Treaty codified the advers"1rial relatio;nship.·. 
bet11een the superpowers that existed during the.Cold War. 
It was premised on a relationship of distrust and mutually 
assured destruction. We need a new foundation for our 
strategic relationship with Russia~ Russia is not the 
Soviet Union~ Russia is not an enemy. 

• We have begun real consultations with friends, allies, and, 
importantly, with Russia abouta new cooperative framework 
thqi.t, addresses the realities df the post,-.Cold .War .wor1Q. .. 

• This.· new framework will allow for def ens es, .substantial 
reductions in strategic offensive forces, as well.as 
counter- and non-proliferation efforts. 

Deployment of missile defenses will lead to a new arms race. 

• we have said. all along that we seek missile de·fens~s tp 
deal with the threat of blackmail and· terror .by rogue. 
states. 

• . The limited missile defenses >we· intend to ·deploy would only 
be capable.of defending against handfuls of incoming 
missiles, not hundreds oi thousands. 
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• • The limited missil~ defense that we will deploy would not 
in any way undercut the Russian nuclear deter.rent, even at 
levels belOw those reportecUy bej_ng.,, contemplated by Russia~ 

• Furth~:r:-more, .. Russ.ia has maintained a missile defer1se system 
around Moscow for decades and understands that missile 
def ens es are not ·provocative br destabilizing. 

• · China is already engaged in a substantial effort to. 
modernize its strategic nuclear forces which are currently 
capable of striking the United ,;;tates. We do not believe 
our deployment of limited missile defenses should lead 
Beijing ·to further acce.lerate or expand its buildup· of 
strategic nuclear forces .. 

· .• Defense procurement is. a very transparent process in the 
· United States.. The limited .scale of long-range. missile 
defenses we seek will.be· clear to all and be the subject of 
public discussion and debat~. 

• Furthermore, one of the factors that makes ballistic 
~issiles so attractive to many states is that effective 
defenses have not been fielded to counter them. 'Missile 
defenses devalue thes_e weapons, thereby reducing incentives 
fo~ prqliferation. 

7. Deployment of missile defenses will .harm relations with 
·\_: - Russia and China .. 

• We believe it is important for Russia and the United State_s 
to work together to develop a. new foundation for our 
relationship in the- 21st Century. 

- -

• This relationship should n~ long~r be based on the 1972 ABM 
Treaty, which was premised on an.adversarial·relatiorish:i .. p· 

· of distrust and mutually assured destruction.· 
' . ·'; ,' .: . 

• The ABM Treaty was created at the height o{ the Cold_ War, 
and prohibits us from defending our nation's territory and' 
that of our friends and allies· against _the growing. threat 
'posed by the proliferation ofwea:pons of ·mass destructl.ori 
and ballistic missiles. 

• The new framework of our relationship with Russia shoµld 
ref le ct a clean and clear break from the Cold War, and 



should be premised on openness, mutual confidence, an.d real 
opportunities for qooperation: 

·• Qvet the coming months, we· hope· 1:0 complete the wdrR 6:f · 
. Changing the u. S. -Russia relationship from one based on a 
mutual balance of terror to.one based on common 
responsibilities and common}interests. 

• wi'th regard to China, we do not view China as an enemy, and 
our limited missi1edefenses are not directed at it. Our 
detenses are designed to protect against that 
wquld threaten or b1ackmaiL us. 

We do not believe the deployment of limited missile 
defenses should compel· China to increase the pace and scale 
of .its already ambitious effort .to both modernize its .. 
strategic .nuclear forces and deploy hundreds of. shorter­
r~nge missiles opposite Tai0an, 

• Furthermore, missile defenses are not provocative. These 
purely defensive weapons .c.;:i,n only be, used to defeat. an · 
fncoming missile launched by):a·n ·aggressor or a tnissil~ 
launched by accident. 

8. Deployment of missile defenses will split the U.S. fro:i;rtour 
allies who· are opposed to this idea. 

• There is a growing recognitioµ among allies that the threat 
from WMD aI1c;i missile.s is. gpJwiI1g and:.represents a major. 
security' challenge for the .·fl.iture. ·This is r'e'flected in · 

·. statements by many national leaders in Europe. and Asia, 

. . 

• Theie is also a growing recognition that. missile defenses 
are an essential element o'f the response . to today's 
threats. This.is clearly seen in the remarks by a number 
of allied leaders. 

.. The'list of countries with 
ballistic missile programs 
least responsible states. 
the United States, as well 

weapons of mass·destru\:tion: and 
includes some of theworlc;i' s 
This poses a growing threat to 
as to our friends and allies. · 

• These rogue states seek weapons of mass destruction to 
intimidate.their neighbors and to keep the U.S. and other 

6· 
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. ·.,·_. 
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: .. :·· 

.•· riat.ions. from helping allies. and· f:;tiends. who may be, .~.rict~rns;, . 
qf;aggr'E7ssia:n. · ''.' 

··.', 

• When Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait. in' 1990, the wor~d:< ;y :' 

··:foirted forces to turn him back:. ·aut the internat;Ldrtal .·· .. 
·>.: corri.m\lriity would have faced a very d1fferent.'s:i,tuation had 

'Hussein possessed the rri.ea'ns to· ;blackmail us and O\l~ a~Iies .. 
with even. a few nuGlear-tipped miss~l~s .. ' · 

":.• fa.r from split~ing the. un~ted $tates. from<.q:vr alli~:s 
missile de'f ens es help ·llS. to meet OUr interriatfona1 ·. 
·commitments to come t:'.6·, their. aid· in a crisis. 
. . 

-~· .. ::. 

~: • I . 

~ :~.· ' ·,. ~- · .... · .. , 

· ·.::·The ·Pi:'eside~t :teceritly .sent ;several high.:.i·~ve1:,u·.'i:L ·· . .. ·'.-.:_. 

,, .. : 

' delegations .around the world> to consult with fth~nds.::and .,.•,-: -,.: .. 

al:Lies on this impo;rtant topic: .. . .. . . .. . .. . 
. ·, ' . ..; ~ .... : 

·· .~ We intehd to continue working with friends·· and ci.;i:Ji'~s to. 
create a new framework for security and stabJlit:Ythat 
~efl~cts the new strategic 'environment~ ~, · : .1· · · 

.,·..,. 
.': ·.;' ~-·: ' 

', ~-· ... 

<., 

.· ... ::: 9. ;. :Mi.ssile defense .does not def.eI1d. against ot:her m~aP:s 
, deliveFi]lg a WMp payl.oad to the ::U. s .. , s.uch as a ter;-ori.s:t µs;;ng 

._;;··· 

·;:, 

'·• .. 

. ~:. 

.:;•· 

·,_" ·. •'" 

.J'..: 
.. ;,,...:· 

. ' ... · 

.,,.·:i 
. a ·suitcase or·· car bomb. 

.·•·, ·;·,:· 
. ·~ ! . < ·•• • 

• The United States· rriust a1$.o ~ef~:rld'"againstt 
··threats. 

.· ... .· .. ·; ·· .. : ··, .. :,' 

•· The. United" States spent about $11: billion last'yea;f::" ;on '"; . ., 
·cqunter~terrorism efforts.,· about. twic:;"e as mu:ch as W.e .(lid on 
rilissile defense. .we .. also .work cJ,osely with friends·, .. 
9-.lfies, ~nd;the·broader internaf'i·ona:l Community oh count:~r:~ 

· · ·· ·.· ter·torisni. initiatives. · · ·· · · · 

• ·. The Pres:id.ent rec.,ogn:l zes tne·::n.eed to ·do mor.e to p·rotect . 
.Ameriea-'s homeland:· and citizens ·against <the_ possfbi):fty .··· 
.. that a terrorist group could use weapqns of fua$s . • 
"c:Ies.t~uction against targets in. the Ur:d ted St;.ates ~ 

... · . . . . . . : . .' .. : .. · .· '•. ,";',-/ ·:.'' .: ... : . 

. ... ·. in 'lVIay, the PresideiJ.t:· launched a major in:L'tiatfV~., ... 

: ·.·', 

appointing vice President Cheney tq.'bversee~ the d~V-el&prt{enf > 
of·.~ coordinated ,national effort ·that 'will e;kpand qnd ? .. ··· .. · 
integrate the myriad federal, state, ... and .J,.oc'al :gqvernrilent< 
~ . .fforts .in the W'MD preparednes~ area .. :' .. , · · ·< ..... · .. ·~··· 

'/ .·... :1-1. 
:; ... 

.':-•'' 

·.:."' ~ . -:~·. . : .:.~ . ·.~ . ' '· :; ' .· .... ;··. ··. 
... ·:\· 

_ ..... 
. .. ~·. , 
'· .. 

·· . .;· . ' 

·., .. · 

. ,·''. 

. .. 
· ... ···· 
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· .·• The'Presiderit has asked.the.'.Directbr of the Federal·.·.' . ··.:,, __ .·:-·' 

. . :;·. ·-

Emergency Management Agency to create an Office of ;r:;rat::i-:onai 
:Prepa1redness. Thi.s Of fiCE:: will be res:ponsibl.e for · . . . 
:implementing the.results ~.of those. parts of tl~e nati'dIJ.al 
effort overseen by Vipe :Presi<i'emt Cheney that deal ·Wi (h. . · 
consequence management.:· Specif1cal1y;. it will cooidinate · 
alf: Federal programs deaLLng :with ·we.apons of mass ·' .·.· 
destruction consequerice mai;I°agem~ht· within the bepartffi€;nts · .. · 
df' Defense,:' Health and Human services I JustiGJe, .arid ·~i1ergy;: 
. the Environmental Pr;ptectioP, ··.Agency,. and other f ede:&al. . .. : ·· 
ag.enci e.s . · . ,·,:_ .. ·.: 

•. : ·. . 

" 

• .But, Jn addition to defending against the potent.:Lal 
terrorist use of weapons ()f ma:ss destruction in the united:. 
States I we .:also need missile defense .because. c6uritries. like 
Ir~h 'and North Korea are. making: enorindus ef farts' to 'acquire· ..•. 

· .. ;arid· develop long·- range .ballistic 'mi·ssi1es ':- - ·.sugges·ting·' .. · 
. . that ballistic. missiles are t:he "weapons. of .choice''· fot· · :.' ··. 

.these.nations for coercion -and. blackmail. 
..: ',· 

lQ .. ; •·.Th~ Un.fted States has exa~ger~tecf the WMD and mis~ir.a 

., -·;.,_,., 

··.' 

··: ~-." ' ·· ... ' 

... : . 

. ··. -thr~at. we should wait until w~. see wheth.ar the 1ong:..rarige "· 
m:h~s·iie tll:reat' actually :materializes 'before; we deplc>y de:fens;Eis > _,;.,.:.··:, 

. .;,- ,.~ . 
: . ·~ ~-. 

~ ": . : . . .. . . ·. ~ . . -- . . ' ' . ! 

:• .The· threat from ballis-i.ic mis"siles J;s .already~presertt\and ,.;.'·:·· ·;.:.·. 

· · < wi.11, cori.tinue. to grow. ·· ,. "'' . .;-:_ . ': ... ~ . 
. ~. 

:_ ._ .. ,' 

)~ . Eor exa,mple, in ,1998. North .. Kore~ launched .a. :t.J:ipee,-:-s.ta,.ge , . 

... ,,·'.-·· 

.. Taepb ,Dong 1 missile . that .. ov~r;f~e-~ Japan. , ~he. Jn.t.eJ__~fg-eflc:~ .. 
Community assesses that 'this. launch demonstrat·ed':the ... · . . .. · 

. ,.,.. - :.'··' 

. '; ., ... 

. • .. ·-.• :~ : ·. 

"··· 

·· · ability of North Korea. tb deiiver a small payload to'':t,ne · '·· 
·united .'stat~s '. .. ·The Taepa o'ong 2 missile currently.' unde'r 
development•. iri North Kor.ea w:i,ll have "an even'-'g.reater ;:fa:nge·· 

-·;. · · .. ~n<:f· _··P~:Y:·1·0a9:: oa.I?a.bil~ ty:.· ,~> '., ..... 

• ·A number pf rogue st'ates also: .-pos·sess large numbe.rs ,.·of .; 
$_hart:.. .. and medium~range :rn:i.ssu:~s that pose a >sign'i:ftcanf,. 
th.reat to deployed U.S. forces;··and fr~ends arid:·all.ie~':' 

·-·-.· ... ·· •.... '"i-

abroad. · ·· ··· ·· ., . ~· ·.'. 

:·_.-.;.-·· .. ..·; ." _.·.:.·' 

. . 

• ·:Ballistic missiles~ first.:·use'd·':Over ·s:o y~ars:>ag_q ~:hen·' ". . .. , 
Germany launched hundred:s of V-2 rockets agairi's:t 'Great . 
J3ritai!l, ha~e ·become ·an. increas.ing.ly common featur.e oi· 

· . modern .co:nflict. For example, 'hunoreds of ballis;tic . · ... 
· !Jlissiles we!:e hsed during .the Ira'n~Iraq 1war in·.the 1980~: .·· 

) .. · .. . ~ __ ' ._ . -. .' . .._ ·,_ ' ..... . : . . ,, ''. 

8 .. 
...... . .. •.'' 

. _; 

:• "', . .·., ..... . 

~- .. ·. 



• Jn· the Pers·ian Gulf war in 199.1, 28 American soldiers were• . 
killed.and 99 were wounded by a single 1raqi Scud missiie 
that. hit a barracJ<s. in Saudi Arabia. This is a high 
percentage. of the. to.tal casualties the. United St.,ates . 
suffered in. that .conflict, in which 148 t:r;oops we:t~ .killed 
and 470 were wounded in combat. 

. . 

• Only now, more than 10 years after that. attack, . are we, 
about to field an effective capability designed to counter 
the short-range threat. We do not wish to ever be put in 
sttch a position again. 

• Because of the time'. it takes to field defenses, we cannot 
wait until an even greater long-rangermissile threat is 
upon us to. begin development and testing of·. systems to.· 
COll.nter .this threat .. · 

• The number of ballistic missiles on the face· of .the earth,. 
ancl the number of countries pos·sessing t,.hem :i,s growing .. 
The technology for ballistic missiles is ubiquitous, ·The 
existence of ·this threat is not debatable - - it is real, · 

. . 

•. Sweeping· political changes have occurred over the last 1!5. 
years and many more wi.11 occur over the next 15 ye<ars. The 
world of 2015 will almost certainly be little. like today, 
and will without· a doubt be notably different from what 
today's experts are confidently foy-ecasting. 

• While· it is difficult. to know precisely who will threaten 
us, or where, or when, we know that the technology for 
ballistic missiles will not disappear .. This is.why we need 
to develop the means to defend aga,inst these weapons. 

11. The United States can do all the missil~ defense research 
and testing it ne.eds in the next couple of . ye,ars withotit 
break:ing . the ABM Treaty .. 

• The ABM Treaty prevents us from acquiring the capabilities 
we need to deter and def end against the new fhr.eats we 
.face. 

• Under Article I of the Treaty'· the United·. states is not. 
permitted to defend all 50 states against missile attack, . 
nor are we permitted to defe:rtd even a singlec;:::i,i;.y under the·· 

9 
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·_,·,v-._ 

.,, ·-
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Treaty's 1974 Protocol~ -- We ciire: only perro'i.tted ·t6 defend :.a:-_ 
·missile: .field -in North Dakota~.-

· • -Artic:he v of.- the. Treaty prohibits the 'development -- te~ting, -. - -­
~nQ. Q.eplqyment. of ABM systems -and components.· which:}:tr~ sea.­
based, a_ir-ba·sed; SJ?aCe:..based, or mobile lahd-ba~ed; 

--'· . ... !·· .. .',-

• A~ticl:eVI bans the dev~lopment I testing I a'nd a~plqyqiertt qf 
''th~9.t'er:' defense.s•i_ that nave the •capability "to.:'.c6ui:itei'' 
lcmgE;ff:range strategic miBsiles; a:nd · 

- . ... . . . , ~- .. 

. ,/ :.Article· TX ·prevents us f;rbm sharing and wbrkin'gi on:'~de~ehses 
'.ag'ainst :Loil.ger-range missiles with o.ur a-~~ie.s ai:ld t::yen w;i.th; 
: Russ·1·a .« ·· ...... , "'·Yr 

,. ::· 

' .. t. . ''."·; ... :. . ·. ·. ' 

• The Clinton. Administration designed its lliis~i.le ··defense 
·development and test programs to be ·as cons.istent.:w:i,th Ute . 
ABM Treaty as possible ... -Onc::_e so designed.; . t:.hat: ·:. 
Aomitiistration could arid did claim th~t the 'ABM· treaty \i.'.as · 
not' inhibiting' missile defense:.developmei:it ari.d: t.~sti:r;tg· ... •· 
However, ·contrary· to the claims. of many,: even. the Clinton· 
Administration's 'NMD· system; which' iitvoly;e'.d the pliicetnent, 

·. of ground-based interceptors and. construction of an AB\VI 
· r·adar in .Alaska, could. not' be deployed under': th~ Treaty-; as 
President Clint.on himsel;E .ackri.owlec)ged._· ·0 _ .• ·-· 

' • • • ? • 

·• . A$ the· President has said, . we will e~amine all. &vailaJ3le 
___ -- te~hnologies and basing modes. for -missile ,defen~e. As we 

have 'informed our a11.ies ·and :Russia, we expe~t- 8ur:·RD'l'i'E ·· . 
i=fforts will conflict with ABM 'I're_aty limitatib.ns .in .a 
matter of m.onths ,. riot years. · 

:·;..·. 

,;' ~·· 

-

",: 

-:.:·12 ~ ··-:Ex:t.·eris-i . .J.e :debate i.-9.· nee.dad'' on . t·it"e. p·~eS·id~·nt··~ s ·itl::t:s.s.-i-ie:J .. · .. · 
: defense- init:i;ative, -. since polls. sho.;, most_ Ani.ericani s don't :.know .. 
'inubh. about missile defehse' alid. gene~ally d~ not ~tipport' i ~ > ' -- ---

'' . :_ ....... 

e.· Missile_defense has peen one o~ the mostwiQ.ely:cliscussed 
· aria' debated secur1 ty :i'ssues in redent years·:: 'Mcij Or ... '" 

''· -- newspapers routinely-report ,on. it and. the. bp.~ecl. pa:ges '. 
'around the coU:ntry are filied with articles on the->subject. 
C6ngJ:"ess ·has held numerous· hear.:l..ngs in: r~.cent 'Ye~rs, · ap.d. 
legis.lation on ;the subject has be~n hotly debated.' -

. ,,.:-. 

• We. welcome this .debate,. becau~~-the ~~cts and argUil!ents in 
· ·favor of missile defense ·are compellJ.;ng. . •· · 

,.; ::~ . 
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. • F~rth~~m_ore; recent pol.ls,. show t:.h~ A~eric?,n .'pµblJp :Sltppo.i-tf .. · 
· .. ·. · the .. ·J?resident'is missile _d.efense lnitiatiye. . For. ·exa'ntple'1 :a . 

. ' . . :·; .·· ' ' '." '', ' : ' ':;. \ '. ' ·· ..... ; ". '• "· -.·;·: . 
poll·-•· conducted by the Pew Research Center 'in tp1laborat1br{ .. 

··:' ; 

.·.with- the CounCi]_ on Fo~'eign:Relations in May. sr1ows·;t:.hat.~tli~ ·. · 
·:.Administration's missile defense initiative is ,supported_.: by 

~he publJc .. by a :5l _t9 3 8 .P~fcent tna_rg~n ~ .. . .. . . ,_ . · 

:~. ·. 

.:,.,_._: 

. ····· 

.,"/ 

e This ~oll also showed that: the public· has a· ~llb~t~tit{ally ... 
• . greater awareness of th~ argutneitts . against ttl.fssile ''defe'l?-se 

'than those favoring·:lt.•·_ Despite this_".awarenessga15,'11 ·:the · 
·.·.arguments in· favor. of defens .. e.s-. were accepted· by·a cleat· .. ' ' 

:·. m;;i}ority 9f -resp9ndents. as lmportant, reasons to S,uppo+t ·the.·.· 
pJ:'.Ogram. None of the col1nter_:argum~nts was considered an: 

. ~~portant;. · ~ea son t6' oppo.s~' the pi-ogratn. · · · 
. . ~ . 

. ·: ;,· 

. ' 13. In. a . return 'to '~Star Wars i. .~,\he BUsh. Administration int.ends:: .. 
. ,:·to pursue ·a "massive'; miss.ile d~f~nse program .. .Alth~ugh.:the) · .. ·. · 
. ' '.pr~sid~Iit has spoken' of a iimit~d d~fense,'. in order :to> provic;l_e . ' ·:. 

', ~ .. 

,-prot _ _ection to friends arid_ allies. arid '·b:; defend against a,ri · .. ;. ~, < 
accidental launch of a Russian·' !CB:r.f that ,would .employ"' '. · 
soph_isticated counte:qnea~ures, a very large missile de.fens.e 

.. syst,~m ~ill be needed,~ . . . . ' 

.. · ·. e . The Admi~istratio~ has: ·said all .. along that we seek missile .. 
d~fe~ses to deal with the threat: posed by a smalL rttlrnber" ci'f 
missiles in the hands. of rogue states .. 

1. '. ~ •• ·.;.,., 

. • · The lim~ted_ defens~s. we .intepd. to deploy will only be· 
capable. of defending against·handfuls.of incoming missiles, 

. ·. " ,· . re " . .. . ... . . .. ·,· . . .·· . ... .... . " .. : ... .. ' .... ' ... , . " ,. "·:.· ..... 
. ··.not hundreds cir thousands, · . Such defenses •will>:. not und1etcut 
'.'the· :Russian nuclear det·erre:I1f, eVep at '.levels ·below· t:hbse .. · 
reportedly coptemplated by Russia .. · .-· 

'· ·. 

'·,.: 

..... ,. 

~. '.' 

. ~ ... • T~ere is a growing_ rec()~nition among f~iends .. a~·d fill.~~s .. ;;; 
··th~t the threat from WMD and missiles 'is in'creasing arid •. 

. . .. ·- .. ~· ., 

' ; . 

... ·-

' that missile defenses a:re an essential element of tlie'· ' 
response· tb this threat·. · This i~ c1earJy ·seen in the: .. 
xemarks by a .nuri\ber of .allie.O. leaders. -The .Pre.sident is ,. ·· 

· committed. to working together with,.· f:r;.ieJ?.ds. ahd allies .. tQ 
. add~ess this common threa~t:. •· . · .... '.· 
·. ,.,· ... 

. "' ~~-. . 

• ' H~w.ever I the assertion that· the President. intends· td 'pti:tstie .. " 
·a "wor1d..:.w.ide" misE1ile defense system on a .·''massiv..e" · s 1ca];e'> ··· " 
>is unfounded.' ,· 

., .. 

. :~ , 

. ·: .. ·. 
lL 

.·.·· ... '·. 
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helpedveil the appalli~g human rights record ofthe · 
· almost half a million Indian soldiers in Kashmir. 

India's 1nore n~cent intransigenee on Kashmir aJso · . 
owes something to the growing closeness of the · 
globalizing Indian elit~ to the United States. I an 

513\ 
NEW VQIU{ TIMES OPtED 

· tra.ditionsofanticolonialism and nonaligned reign 
policy have been transformed with the end of the :__. --~B~y_2T~H~O~MA~·~S?.JLb;D.W™~ 
cold war and.the riseofHipdu nationalism, India's · 
rise has been ac.ompanied by Pakistan's fall, as 
Paki.stani·help in fighting the Soviet Union and 

. . . 

· balancing Indian nonalignment has become 
correspondingly less importanttoAmerica. This 
situation h!ls caused anger and frustration among 
Isl.amic fundamentalists in Pakistan, the tiny but 
well organized minority that enjoyed Western 
patronage during the anti-Soviet war in 
Afghanistan. Forthese hard-liners, jihad, .and not 
dialogue, is the way to deal with the arrogant and 
deceitful· Hindus of India and their fair-weather 
American friends. · 

Liberal Pakistanis have tried to hold on to the 
optimistic view that India, weary of fighting the 
Kashmir insurgency, will. eventually negotiate. Few 
have been wHling to confront the harsher 
possibility; that the Hindu nationalists may not be 
much inclined to make concessions on Kashmir to 
what they perceive as aweak and isolated state. 
This i.sthe bitterJesson Mr. Musharraf learned in 
India, where he ·was reduced to arguing that the 
Indian side settle for ca~Jing Kashmir an "issue'' if it 
isn'thappy with the we>rd "dispute}' 

Some anxious American goadi~g might bring the 
tWo governments together. Their ministries · 
continue to arrange future meetings; thefailute in · 
Ag~ ?oes not seem to have greatly surprised the 
part1c1pants or led to a sense that progress· is . · 
impossible. India and Pakistan can at least talk 

. about their (as yet undefined) nuclear arsenals. It 
might be easier to create some trust on this issue · 
since India and Pakistan have achieved .a kind of . 

· · parity with their weapons of mass destruction . .Yet 
in· all other ways the· gap between the two countries 
grows, and this disparity- in status, resources and 
self~confidence- ray behind the failure of the. . . 
Jndia~Pakistan summit.It is likely to make the 
Kashmir proble1n even more intractable. 

Pankaj Mishra isi1u1hor of' 'The Romantics.'' He 
writes often on Ka$hmir. 
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!sure welcome the news that the B~shtearil will 
open missile taJks with Russia, because if might 
bring some clarity to the Bu shies' arguments on· 
missile defense, which have been at best incoherent 
and at worst dishonest. · · · 

Look at the Republican anns expert Richard Perle's · · 
Senate testimony. last week. He was trying tojustify 
why we need missHe defense against rogue leaders, 
who, he claimed, cannotbe deter~ed by the classic . 
doctrine of mlltUal assured desttuction (MAD), 
which has ~ept the peace for SO years. "[Some say] 

·you can count on Saddam to be deterred by our .· 
·. deterrent,'' said Mr. Perle., "I frankly don't want to 
·count on the rational judgment of a man who used 

.. poison ~~s. against his own people.'' · 

Let's ei~sect that statement; Mr. Perle is comparing 
. ~1elraq1 people to the American people, and · .. 
· suggesting that since Saddam used gas a.gaiµst his 
own people, you never know, he may do the same 
to us. · 

, Well, there is one.small difference b~tween us and 
the Iraqi people: We have nuclearweapons to · · · 
retalit1te with.and they did not.During the gulf war 

.· Saddam had poison· gas warheads. He was warned 
by. the elder President Bush that if he used that 
poison gas againSt U.S. troops, his regime would be 
~iped off the-planet And hedidn'tuse.it.Not only 

· did he not use it against our troops in a war on his 
own border, with his whole regime and maybe his 
own life in the balance, he didnoteven put poison .. 

·gas on the Scuds })e fired at Israel, {yhich would 
have been enormously popular in the Arab world. 
Why not? CfassiC deterrence. He k~ew the hraeUs 
would destroy Baghdad. 

.In. other words, the one thing we know a'bout 
Sadciam is that given the ideal opportunity to use 
weapons of mass destruction agai11stus before we 
haq any' missile shielc4 he. chose bot to for exactly 
the reasons that the Busbies insistare out of date·.;._ 
classic deterrence. Saddam understands something . 
the Busbies refuse to admit: that there is a ·. · 
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difference between evil and crazy.·Saddam is.evil. 
But he has surviv'ed aJI these years precisely 
because he's not suicidal. 

.. This gets to the core problem with the Bush 
approach_ to missile defense. It is based on flimsy or 
dishonest arguments, including: (1) We need a 
missile shield because the cold war deterrence 
doctrine of MAD, nn;ltl.lal assured destruction. is out. 
of date; The truth: We wiJl continue.to rely on · · 
MAD for decades to come, Indeed, the U.S. is now · . 

. ·so overpowering, the only thing that might be new 
about MAD is that it is no longer mutual. Any 
rogues firing a missile at us 'Yould end up with . 
TAD-TheirAssured,Destruction. (2) Classic 
deterrence can't be relied upon to work against .. 
rogues because they are crazy, T11e truth: All 
evidenc.e proves just the opposite. 

The Busbies resort to these tall tales because they 
are theologically obsessed with missile defense. So 
to justify spending $100 billjcm on a system to detet · 
rogues who are already deterred by classic 
deterrence, and to justify ripping up the ABM treaty 
(the Bushies' real goal, because they hate arms 
control), they have to make wildly exaggerated. 
claims that we are in a whole new era and.the old 

·As l said before, lam not theologically against 
. missile defense, but it has to bejudged by what it 
really is -.. a defense system that will always be, at 
best, a supplement to mutual assured destruction, · 
which is neither out ofdate nor going away. It is 
like wearing suspenders alc>ng with a belt. · 

Sure, it would be nice to have some extra protection 
againsfrogues. But if the Bush team wants usto 
pay huge money for s.ueh suspenders it must prove 
that missile defense works under battlefield 
conditions, wh.ich it hasn't; that it can be deployed 
without alienating Russia and China, which can · 
overwhelm. any system by simply selling missiles to 

' rogues; and that the sy$tem will not cost so much 
that it.wiJldivert needed resources from weapons 

. and army units, which already do work against real . 
. threats. 

"Missile defense isn't like abortion, where the only . 
issue is w,hether you're for or against it, •i says 
Michael Mandelbaum, the Johns Hopkins foreign 
policy expert. "Who wouldn't want both a belt and 
suspenders? The question is, what are the economic .. 
and strategic c(lsts, and what are the alternatives?" 
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These require honest arguments, not theology, and 
the Busbies have notmade thern. 
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BODY: 

LIFE AFTER THE COLD WAR 

THE UNITED ST ATES has found it exceedingly difficultto define its "national interest" in the absence 
bf Soviet power. That we do not know how to think about what follows the U.S.-Soviet confrontation is 
clear from the continued references to the "post -- Cold War period.'' Yet such periods of transition are 
important, because they offer strategic opportunities: During these fluid times, one can affect the shape of 
the world to come. 

The enormity of the moment is obvious. The Soviet Union was more than just a traditional global 
competitor; it strove to lead a universal socialist alternative to .markets and democracy. The Soviet Union 

.. quarantined itself and many often-unwitting captives and clients from the rigors of international 
··capitalism. In the end, it sowed the seeds of its own destruction, becoming in isolation an econbmic and · 

technological dinosaur. · 

·But this is only part of the story. The Soviet Union's collapse coincided with another great revolution, 
.. Dramatic changes in information technology and the growth of "knowledge-based" industries altered the 
very basis of economic dynamism, accelerating already noticeable trends in economic interaction: that 
often circumvented and ignored state boundaries. As competition for capital investment has intensified, 
states have faced difficult choices about their internal economic, political, and social structures. As the 
prototype of this "new economy," the United States has seen its economic influence grow -- and with it, 
its diplomatic influence. America has emerged as both the principal benefactor of these simultaneous 
revolutions and their beneficiary. . . . 

The process of outlining a new foreign policy must begin by recognizing that the United States is in a 
remarkable position. rowerful secular trends are moving the world toward economic openness and -: 
111ore unevenly -- democracy and individual libe . Some states have one foot on the train and the other 
o . · · ope to find a way to decouple democracy and economic progress. Some hold on to 
old hatreds as diversions from the modernizing task at hand. But the United States and its allies are on the 

. right side of history. 

Jn such an environment, American policies must help further theseJavorable trends by maintaining a 
disciplined and consistent foreign policy that separates the important from the trivial. The CliQ.ton 
administration has assiduously avoided _implementing such an agenda. Instead, every issue has been taken 
on its own terms -- crisis by crisis, day by day. It takes courage to set priorities because doing so is an 
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admission that American foreign policy cannot be all things to all people -- or rather, to all interest 
groups. The Clinton administration's approach has its advantages: If priorities and intent are notclear, 
they cannot be criticized. But there. is a high price to pay for this approach. In a democracy as pluralistic 
as ours, the absence of an articulated "national interest" either produces a fertile ground for those wishing 
to withdraw from the world or creates a vacuum to be filled by parochial groups and transitory pressures. 

THE ALTERNATIVE · 

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY in a Republican administration should refocus the United States on the 
national interest and the pursuit of key priorities. These tasks are 

* to ensure that America's milifary can deter war, project power, and fight in defense of its interests if 
. deterrence fails; 

* to promote economic growth and political openness by extending free trade and a stable international 
monetary system to all committed to these principles, including in the western hemisphere, which has too 
often been neglected as a vital area of U.S. national interest; 

* to renew strong and intimate relationships with allies who share American values and can thu,s share the 
burden of promoting peace, prosperity, and freedom; · 

*to focus U.S. energies on comprehensive relationships with the big powers, particularly Russia and 
China, that can and will mold the character ofthe international political system; and 

* to deal decisively with the threat of rogue regimes and hostile powers, which is increasingly taking the 
forms of the potential for terrorism and the development of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). 

~ERESTS AND IDEALS 

POWER MATTERS, both the exercise of power by the United States and the ability ofothers to exercise 
it. Yet many in the United States are (and have always been) uncomfortable with the notions of power 
politics, great powers, and power balances. In an extreme form, this discomfort leads to a reflexive 
appeal instead to notions of international law and norms, and the belit:if that the support of many' stat¢s -~ 
or even better, of institutions like the United Nations--.is essential to the legitimate exercise.of power. 
The "national interest" is replaced with "humanitarian interests" or the interests of "the international 
community." The belief that the United States is exercising power legitimately only when it is. doing so on 
behalf of someone or something else was deeply rooted in Wilsonian thought, and there are strong echoes 
of it in the Clinton administration. To be sure, there is nothing wrong with doing something that benefits · 
all humanity; but that is, in a sense, a second-order effect. America's pursuit of the national interest will 
create conditions that promote freedom, markets, and peace. Its pursuit of national interests after World 
War II leato a more prosperous and democratic world. This can happen again. 

So multilateral agreements and institutions should not be ends in themselves. U.S: interests are served by 
having strong alliances and can be promoted within the U.N. and othermultilateral organizations, as well 
as through well-crafted international agreements. But the Clinton administration has often been so 
anxious to find multilateral solutions to problems that it has signed agreements that are not in America's 

\ 

interest. The Kyoto treaty is a case in point: whatever the facts on global warming, a treaty that does not 
include China and exempts "developing" countries from tough standards while penalizing American 

. industry cannot possibly be in America's national interest. 
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, Similarly, the arguments about U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive, Test Ban Treaty are instructive. 
'Since 1992,the United States has. refrained unilaterally from testing nuclear weapons. It is an example to 
the rest of the world yet does not tie its own hands "in perpetuity" if testing becomes necessary i:igain. But.· 
in pursuit of a "norm" against the acquisition of nuclear weapons, the United States signed a treaty that 
was not verifiable, did not deal with the threat of the development of nuclear weapons by rogue states, 
and threatened the reliability of the nuclear stockpile. Legitimate congressional concerns about the 
substance of the treaty were ignored during negotiations. When faced with the defeat of a bad treaty, the 
administration attacked the motives of its opponents -- incredibly branding long-standing internationalists 
like Senators Richard Lugar (R-Ind.) and JOhn Warner{R-Va.) as isolationists. · 

Certainly, Republican presidents have not been immune to the practice ofpursuing symbolic agreements . 
of questionable value. According to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, some 52 conventions, 
agreements, and treaties still awaitratification; some even date back to 1949. Butthe Clinton 
administration's attachment to largely symbolic agreements and its pursuit of, at best, illusory "norms""Of 
international behavior have become an epidemic. That is not leadership: Neither is itisolationist to 
suggest that the United States has a special role iri the world and should not adhere to every international 
convention and agreement that someone thinks to propose. 

.. ' ' '' .. . ' ' ~ 
. ' . . 

· Even those comfortable with notions of the "national interest" are still queasy with a focus on power 
relationships and great-power politics, The reality is that a few big powers can radically affect . 
international peace, stability, and prosperity. These states are capable of disruption on a grand scale, a~d 
their fits of anger or acts of beneficence affect hundreds of milli6ns of people. By reason of size, · 
geographic position, economic potential, and military strength, they are capable of influencing American· 
welfare for good or ill. Moreover, that kind of power is usually accompanied by a sense of entitlement to 
play a decisive role in internatfonal politics. Great powers do not just mind their own business .. 

Some worry that this view of the world ignores the role of values, particularly human rights and the 
promotion of democracy. In fact, there are those who would draw a sharp line between power polities 
and a principled foreign policy based on values. This polarized view -- you are either a realist or devoted 
to norms and values·-- maybe just fine in academic.debate,.butit'is a disasterforAmerican foreign 
policy. American values are universal. People want to say what they think, worship as they wish, and 

.. elect those who govern them; the triumph of these values is most assuredly easier w}ierithe international 
balance of power favors those who believe in them. Butsometimes that favorable balance of power takes 
time to achieve, both internationally and within a society. And in the meantime, it is simply not possible 
to ignore .and isolate other powerful states that do not share those values. · 

The Cold War is a good example. Few would deny that the collapse of the Soviet Union profoundly.11 
transformed the picture of democracy and human rights in eastern and central Europe and the. former . 
Soviet territories. Nothing improved human rights as much as the collapse of Soviet power. Thr?ughout 
the Cold War, the United States pursued a policy that promoted political liberty, using every instrument 
from the Voice of America to direct presidential intervention on behalf of dissidents. But it lost sight 
neither of the importance of the geopolitical relationship with Moscow.nor of the absolute necessity of 
r~taining robust American military power to deter an all-out military confrontation. · · 

. In the 1970s, the Soviet Union wa~' atthe height of its power -- which it was more than willing to use .. 
Given its weak economic and technological base, the victories of that period turned out to be Pyrrhic. 
President Reagan's challenge to Soviet power was both resolute and well timed. It included'intense 
substantive engagements with Moscow across the entire range of issues captured inthe"four-part agenda~' 
(arms control, human rights, economic issues, and regional conflicts). The .Bush administration then 
focused greater attention on rolling back Soviet power in central and .eastern Europe'. As the Soviet 
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Union's might waned, it could no longer defend it~ interests and ga.ve up peacefully (thankfully} to the 
West~" a tremendous victory for Western power and also for human liberty. ·· 

SETTING PRIORITIES 

THE lJNITED ST A TES has many sources of power in the pursuit qf its goals .. The glob;il economy 
demands economic liberalization, greater openness and transparency, and at the very least, access fo 
information technology. International economic policies that leverage the advantages of the American 
economy and expand free trade are the decisive tools in shaping international politics. They permitusto 
reach out to states as varied as .South Africa and Indi11 and to engage· our neighbors in the western 
hemisphere in a shared interest in economic prosperity. The growth of entrepreneurial classes throughout 
the world is an asset in the promotion of human rights and individual liberty, and it should be understood 
and used as such. Yet peace is the first andmost important condition for continued prosperity and 

· freedom. America's military power must be secure because the United Statesis the only guarantor of 
global peace and stability. T~e current neglect of America's armed forces threatens its ability to maintain · 
peace. 

The Bush administration had been able to red.uce defense spending somewhat at the eiJ.doftheCold War 
in .1991. But the Clinton administration witlessly accelerated and deepened these cuts. The results were 
devastating: military readiness declined, training suffered, military pay slipped 15 perce~t below· civilian ·. 
equivalents, morale plummeted, and the services cannibalized existing equipment to keep airplanes " 
flying, ships afloat,. and tanks moving. The increased difficulty in recruiting people to the armed forces or 
retaining them is hardly surprising; 

Moreover, the administration b~gan deploying American forces abroad at a furious pace-~ an aven~ge of 
once every nine weeks. As it cut defense spending to its lowest point as a percentage of GDP since Pearl 
Harbor, the administration deployed the armed forces more often than at any time· in the last 5 0 ·years. . · ... 
Some of the deployments themselves were questionable, such as in Haiti.But more than anything it was . 
simply unwise to multiply missions in the face of a continuing budget reduction. Means and mission were 
not matched, and (predictably) the already thinly stretched armed forces came close .to a breaking point. ·. 
When all these trends became so obvious and embarrassing that they could no longer be.ignored; the 
administration 
finally requested increased defense spending. But the "death spiral," as the administration's own under-

. secretary of defense called it -- robbing procurement and research and development simply to operate the 
·armed forces -- was already well under way. Thatthe administration did nothing, choosinginstead to live. 
·off the fruits of Reagan's military buildup, constitutes an extraordinary neglect of the fiduciary 
responsibilities of the commander in chief. 

Now the next president will be confronted witha profortgedjob ofrepair. Military readin¢ss will have to 
take center stage, particularly those aspects that affect the living conditions of the troops--military pay, 
housing -- and also training. New weapons will have to be procured in order to give the military the 
·capacity to carry out today's missions. But even in its current state, the American ll1ilitary still enjoys a 
commanding technological lead and therefore has a battlefield advantage over any competitor.Thusthe 
next president should refocus the P,entagon's priorities on building the military of the 21st century rather 
than continuing t<;> build on the structure of the Cold War. US. technologicaladvantages should be 
leveraged to build forces that are lighter and more lethal, more mobile and agile, and capable of firing· 
accurately from long distances. In order to do this, Washington must reallocate resources, perhaps in 

· some cases skipping a generation of technology to make leaps rather than incremental improvements in 
its forces. 
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The other major concern is a loss of focus on the mission ofthe aTIJ1ed forces. What does it meanto.dt(te~, 
fight, and win wars and defend the national interest? First, the American military must be able to meet . 
decisively the emergence of any hostile military power in the Asia-Pacific region, the Middle East, the 
Persian Gulf, and Europe -- areas in which not only our interests but also those of our key allies are at 
stake.AmeriCa's military is the.only one capable of this deterrence function, and it must not be stretched 

· or diverted into areas that weaken these broader responsibilities. It is the role that the United States played·.· 
when Saddam Hussein threatened the Persian Gulf, and it is the power needed to deter trouble on the 

. Korean Peninsula or across the. Taiwan Strait. In the latter cases, the goal is to make it inconceivable for 
North Korea or China to use force because American military power is a compelling factor in their. 
eqµations. 

Some sfuall-scale conflicts clearly have an impact on American strategic interests. Stich was the case with 
Kosovo, which was in the backyffi.d'(;fAmerica's most important strategic alliance: NATO. In fact, 
Yugoslav President Slobodan Milosevic's rejection of peaceful coexistence with the Kosovar Albanians 
threatened to rock the area's fragile ethnic balance. Eastern Europe is a patchwork of eth.nic minorities. 
For the most part, Hungarians and Romanians, Bulgarians and Turks, and even Ukrainians and Russians 
have found a way since J991 of preventing their differences from exploding. Milosevic has been the 
exception, and the United States had an overriding strategic interest in stopping him. There was, of . 

. course, a humanitarian disaster looming as well, but inthe absence of concerns based on the interests of 
·the alliance, the case for intervention would have been more tenuous. 

JThe'.Kosovo war was conducted incompetently, in part because the adrp.inistration'spolitica1 goalskept · 
/ shifting and in part because it was not, at the start, commi*d to the decisive use of military force. That 
f. P~esiden.t ~lintonwas surprised ~t Milosevi_c's tenacity is, well; surprising. lfthere is~ny lessoi;i frotn .. . 

• , . history, it is that small powers with everythmg to lose are often more stubborn than fog powers, for whom 
. the conflict is merely one among many problems, The lesson, too; is that if it is wort~ fighting for, you " · 

l. had. be~er be prepared to win. Also, there mus.t be a political game plan that will permit the withdrawal of 
• _our forces -- something that is still completely absent in Kosovo. . · . . . 

But what tf our values are attacked in areas that are not arguably of strategic concern? Sho).ild the United 
States not try to save lives in the absence of an overriding strategic rationale? The next American 
president should be in a position to intervene when he believes, and. can make the case, that the United 
States is duty-bound to do so. "Humanitarian intervention" cannot be ruled out a priori. But a decisit:m to 
intervene in the absence of strategic concerns should be imderstood for what fr is. Humanitarian problems 
are rarely only humanitarian problems; the taking of life or withholding of food is almost always a · 
political act. If the United States is not prepared to address the underlying political conflict and to know · 
whose side it is on, the military mayend up separa9ng warring parties foran indefi.nit'e period. Sometime.s 
one party (or both) can come to see the United States as the enemy. Because the military cannot, by 
definition, do anything decisive in these "humanitarian" crises, the· chances of misreading the sitliation 
and ending up in yery different circumstances are very high. This was essent.ially the prob lent of "mission 
creep" in Somalia. · 

. ~ 
The president must remember that the military is a special instrument. It is lethal, andit is meant to be. It 
is not a civilian. police force. It is not a political referee. And it is most certainly not designed to build a 
civilian society. Military force is best used to support clear political goals, whether limited, such as 
expelling ~addamfrom Kuwait, or comprehensive, such as de1llanding the unconditional surrenderpf 
Japan and Germany during World War II. It is one thing to have a limited political goal and to fight 
decisively forit; it is quite another to apply military force incre'mentally, hoping to find a political 
solution somewhere ak>ng the way. A president entering these sitliations1must ask whether decisive.Sorce 

· is possible and is likely to be effective and .must know how.and when to get out. These are difficult 
' ' . " ·- ' . - \ ,, ' ' -

criteri~ to meet, so U.S. intervention in these "humanitarian" crises should be, at best; exceedingly rare . 
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. This does .not mean that the United States must ignore humanitarian and civil conflicts. around the world. 
But the military cannot be involved everywhere. Often, these tasks m'ight be better ~arrieq out by reg.io~al . ·~ ·. · .. 

. ~ctors, as modeled by the Australian-led intervention in East Timor. The U.S. might be ~b.le to lend ..... ·· .. 
· ... financi8:1, logistical, and intelligence support. ·.Sometimes tough, competent diplomacy in the begitlning · •' / ... 

can preventthe n~ed for military force later. U~ing the American al'llled forces ;:ts th~ worl_d's "91l"will . :\ · 
· degrade capabilities, bog soldiers down in peacekeeping roles, and fuel concern-among other great powers 

·. t]Jat the United- States has deciqed to enfotce. notjons of ''lim#(fd S.Qvereignty". worldwide inth~ name of '·.• .. ' 
. · liumariitarianism. This overly broad definition of Ameri~a,·~ national interest is bounct- to ba~kfire as others · 

arrogate the same authority .to thems~lves. Or w~ will find ou,rselves looking tq.the United Natjons ti) ·• · 
. sanctfon the use of American military power in these cases; implying $at we will· do so e\'en when our 

. - . Vital irtterests are involved, which would also be a mistat<e, · · -.. . · 

· !)EALING WITH Tiffi POWERFUL . ~· • 

, ANOTHER CRUCIAL TASK for the United States is to focus on relations with otl;ier~owerf~l states .. · 
AlthoU:gh the United States is fortunate to count among its friends several greatpowers,·itis important not 

' to take them for granted -- so .tbtthereis a fitm. found~tion when itcomes time to rely on tli;em: The~ '' . ' .. 
challenges ofChina and North Korea require coordinationand cooperation with Japan and South Korea; 

.... · 1'}ie s-~~naistha~ we send to our real partne~s are important Never again should· ari: Arn:erk'.111 pr~sideut 'g'Q;]. 
[]Q BetJmg for mne days and refuse to stop m Tokyo or SeouL. .. . .. · _ ..•. . · · . W 

.. _-.,.~ .. .'· - .· .. • ... , .... · . : . . . ~ .: .... (_·:~·. '' '··.· ~ .. ' 

. f·.; ~ .... 

Ther~is work to.do with the Europeans, too, on defining what holds the transatlantic alliance togetherin · · 
the absence ofthe Soviet threat. NATO is badly in need of attention in the wake of Kosovo and Withthe 
·looming question of its further enlargement in 2002 and beyond. The 'door to NATO for the remaining 

• ·States of eastern and central Europe should remain open, as many ate actiVely prepatirig to meefthe' . . 
criteria for membership. But the parallel track of NATO's own ewlution, its attention to the definition of . 

·.· its mis'sicni, atid its ability to digest and then defend new members has_ been neglected: Moreover, the· . . .. 
United States has an interest in shaping the European defense identity -- welcoming a greater Eu~ope~ . · · 
military capability as long as it is within the context of NATO; NATO has a.Very full agenda. , .. · ..... 

. Membership in NATO will mean nothing to anyone if the organization is no longer militarily capable and 
if it is unclear about its mission. ' ' ' '• . ' ' ' ' ' ' ·' ' 

· :For Ahierica and our allies, the most daunting tasR ·is to find· the right balance in our poliCy toward Russia 
and C::hina. Both.are equally important to the future of international peace,. but the challenges they pose .. . 

. are very different. China is a rising power; in· economic terms, that should be good riews,..because inbrdef · 
· . to maintain. its .economic dynamism, C~ina must l;>e>more int~grated into the international economy. Th.is.> 

·will require iner~ased openness and transparency and the growth of private industry.The politiCaf ·~·. . . 
struggJe inBeijing is over how.to maintain th,e Gommunist Party's monopoly on p_ow;er. Some see 

•· econqmic ref~rin, growth, and a better .life for the Chine.se people as the key. Others see the inherent ·.· 
.. contr~<;liction in looseQing economic control and maintaining the party's political dominance. A~ Cl;iina's .· 
.economic problems multiply clue to slowing growth rates, failing banks~ inert state enterprises, and rising 

.. ~nemploym.ent, this struggle will inten~ify. · · . . • · . " . 
. ' ·. ' . ..· 

.·rt-is.#1Aineric_a's·interest to streQgthen the hands of those wbQ.seek'.~conomic integration because.tbis . 
· · . will probably lead to sustained and organized pressures for political liberalization. There are no:· • · 

.. guar:antees, but in scores of cases from Chile to Spain .to-Taiwan, the link between democracy and . 
· 'economic liberalization has· proven powerful over the long riln~ Trade and economic. interaction are, in 
fact,··good -- not only for America's economic growth.but for its•political aims as well. Human rights··· . 

. concerns should not inove to the sidelines in the meantime. Rather, the American president should press 
· the Chi9ese leadership for change. But it is wise to rem~mbe~that our influence through moralarguthent.s . 
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and commitment is still limited in the face of.Beijing's pervasive political control. The big trends toward 
the spread of information, the access of young Chinese to American ·values through education,aL • · .· .. · · · -

. exchanges and training, and the growth of an entrepreneurial class that does not owe its livelihood to the 
.•·state are, inthe end, likely to have a more powerfuleffect on life fo China. · •· · / · · · 

Although some argue that the way to .. support human rights is 'to refuse tracle with China~ thts punishes . 
precisely those who are mosf likely to change the system. Put bluntly, Li Peng andthe Chinese .· . . . 

· . cbtiServatives want to continue to run the economy by state fiat. Of course, there should be tight export · · · · 
. controls on the transfer of militarily sensitive technology to.China~ Buttrade in general cart.Qpen up the.• 
.. Chinese economy and, ultimately, its politics too. This view requires f~ith in the power of markets and 
economic freedom to drive political change, but it is a faith tonfimied by experiences around the globe~ 

... ··' .. 
Ev~n.iftliet~ is an argument for economic interactio~·with aeijing, China is still a potenti~l threat to . 
stabilit)' ih the Asia-Pacific region. Its military power is currently no match' fof that of the United States:'· 

,.. ·. But that coriqitiori is not necessarily permanent. Whatwe do know is ;that China is a great power w~th .. 
tniresolved vitafinterests, particularly concerning Taiwan and the South China Sea. China rese11ts the role ,, 
oftlie United States in the Asia:-Pacific region. This-means that C::hina is not a "status quo" power but one 
that would like to alter Asia'sb.alance of powet in its·ownfavor. That alone makes it a strategic . 

. competitor, not the "strategic partner" the Clinton administration once.call~d it. Add to this Chimi;s record ..•.. 
. of cooperation with Iran and Pakistan in the proliferation of ballistie-missile technology, and thesectirity · .. 

'· ·. 

· problem is obvious~ China will do what it can to erihance its positl.on; whether by sfertling nucle.ar'secteit.s . 
·pr by trying to intimidate Taiwan. · · \ · · · 

China's success in controlling the balance of power depends in large part on America's reaction to the . 
challenge.The United States must deepen its cooperation with Japan and South Kore~ and maintainits 
cmiu:njtmentto a robust military presence inthe region~It.should pay closer attention to India'~oroh(in the 
regional balance. There is a strong tendency conceptually to connect India with Pakistan and to think only · 
of Kashmir or the nuclear competition'between the two states; But India 1s.:an•etement in China's . ·· ··· 
calcul.~tion, and it should be in America's, too, India is not a .great power yet; but it has the potential to .· .. 

. emerge as one. 
"' : -~ 

'[he l}nited States also has a deep interest in the secµrity of Taiwan. It is.~ mocJel of democratic and· 
.. mar~et-oriented development, and. it invests significantly in the, mainland's economy .. The longstanding 
.U.S. 6ommitment to a ,;one-China" policy that leaves to a. future date the resolution ofthe relatibnsliip 

·· between Taipei and Beijing is wise. But that policy requires that:rieither side challenge the status quo and· 
that :eeijing, as the more powerful actor, renounce the. use of force. UB. resolve anchors this poiicy;-The .. 
Clinton aCimfriistration tilted toward· Beijing, when, for' instance, it used Ch\na's.formulation of the "three 
no's.'1 .during the president's trip there. Taiwan· has .been looking for.attention and reassurance ever sin.ce: If · 

· ttre 'µnite~ States is resolute, peace can be maintainecJ in the Taiwan Strait up.til a politicai settlement on 
d~mocratic terms is available. · · · · · · · ·· · · · 

·,. 

,,, Some things 1*e t~me. µ.s. policy toward Chin,a requires nuance and balan.ce. It i~important to promote 
China's internal transition through economic interaction while containing Chinese po~er ~d s.ec\irity ... 

· ambitions:·cooperation shol,lld 'be purstied, but·we should never be afraid to confront·Beijl.n.g when our:·. 
intere.sts collide. . . ..· 

RUSSIAN WEAKNESS 
• •• 1• 

RUSSIA PRESENTS a different challenge, It still has many ofthe attrl.butes of a great power: a large 
population, vast territory, and military potential. But its eccm.omic weakness and problems of national 
Jdentjtythteaten ~<:> overwhelm it Moscow is determined to assert itself in the world and often dpes so iii · . 
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ways that are at once haphazard and threatening to American interests. The picture is complicated by 
Russia's own internal transition -- one that the United States wants to see succeed. The old Soviet system 
has broken down, and some of the basic. elements of democratic development are in place. People are free 
to say whatthey think, vote for whom they please, and (for the most part) worship freely. ~ut the 
democratic fragments are not institutionalized-- with the exception of the Communist Party, political 
parties are weak -- and the balance of political power is so strongly in favor of the president that he often 
rules simply by decree. Of course, few pay attention to Boris Y elstin's decrees, and the Russian 
government has been mired in inaction and stagnation for at least three years. Russia's economic troubles ( 
and its high-level corruption have been widely discussed in.recent months; Russia's economy is not 
becoming a market but is mutating into something else. Widespread barter, banks that are not banks; 

. billions of rubles stashed abroad and in mattresses at home, and bizarre privatization schemes that have 
enriched the so-called reformers give Moscow's economy a medieval tinge; · 

The problem for U.S. policy is that the Clinton administration's embrace of Yeltsin and those who were 
thought to be reformers around him has failed. Yeltsin is Russia's president and clearly the United States 
had to deal with the head of state. But support for democracy and economic reform became support for 
Yeltsin. His. agenda became the American agenda. The United States certified that reform was taking 
plac:e where it was not, continuing to disburse money from the International Monetary Fund in the 
absence of any evidence of serious change. The curious privatization methods were hailed as economiC 
liberalization; the looting of the country's assets by powerful people either went unnoticed or was ignored. 
The realities in Russia simply did not accord with the administration.'s script about Russian. economic 
reform. The United States should not be faulted for trying to help. But, as the Russian reformer Grigori · 
Yavlinsky has said, the United States should have "told the truth" about what was happening. 

Now we have a dual credibility problem -- with Russians and with Americans. There are signs of life in 
the Russian economy. The financial crash of August 1998 forced import substitution, and domestic 
production has increased as the resilient Russian people have taken matters into their own hands. Rising 
oil prices have helped as well. But these are short-term fixes. There is no longer a consensus in America 
or Europe on whatto do next with Russia. Frustrated expectations and "Russia fatigue" are direct 
consequences of the "happy talk" in which the Clinton administration engaged. 

Russia's economic future is now in the hands of the Russians. The country is n.ot wltho~t assets, including 
its natural resources and an educated population. It is up to Russia to make structural reforms, particularly 
concerning the rule of law and the tax codes, so that investors -- foreign and domestic -- will provide the 
capital needed for economic growth. That opportunity will arise once there is a new government in 
Moscow after last December's Duma elections and next June's presidential election. Butthe cultural 
changes ultimately needed to sustain a functioning civil society and a market-based economy may take a 
generation. Western openness to Russia's people, particularly its youth, in exchange programs and contact 
with the private sector and educational opportunities can help that process. It is also important to engage 
the leadership of Russia's diverse regions, where economic- and social policies are increasingly pursued 
independently of Moscow. 

In the meantime, U.S. policy must concentrate on theimportant security agenda withRussi@irst, it must 
recognize that American sec:urity is threatened less by Russia's strength than by its weaknessand . 
incoherence. This suggests immediate attention to the safety and security of Moscow's nuclearforces and 

· s. tockpil .• e. T .. he N.· unn-:Lugar p.rogram should be funded fullyan. d pursued a~essively; (Because A.·. merican 
·contractors do most of the work, the risk of the diversion of funds is low.~cond, Washington must 
begin a comprehensive discussion with Moscow onthe changing nuclear threat. Much has beenmade by 
Russian military officials about their increased reliance on nuclear weapons in the face of their declining 
conventional readiness. The Russian deterrent is more than adequate against the U.S: nuclear arsenal, and 
vice versa. But that fact need no longer be enshrined in a treaty that is almost 30 years old and is a relic of . . 
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\ a profoundly adversarial relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. The Anti ~- . .• .. 
I Ballistic ~issile}reaty was intended to ~re~ent the development of national missile defenses in the Cold 
I War secunty environment. Today, the prmc1pal concerns are nuclear threats from the Ir;iqsand North . 
/ Koreas of the world and the possibility of unauthorized releases as nuclear weapons spread. . . 
' ' I I Moscow, in fact; lives closer to those threats than Washington does. It ought to be possible to engage the 

!.· Russians in a discussion of the changed threat environment, their possible responses, and the relationship 
of strategic offensive-force reductions to the deployment of defenses .. The United States should make 

1 clear that it prefers to move cooperatively toward anew offense-defense mix, but that it is prepared to do . 

!··.. so unilaterally. Moscow should understand, too, that any possibilities for sharing technology or .· 
information in these areas would depend heavily on its record -- problematic to date -- on the proliferation 

I of ballistic-missile and other technologies related to WMD. It would be foolish in the. extreme to share 
. def:nses w.ith Mosc.~w ~fit eithe~ leaks or deliberately transfers weapons technologies to the v~ry·.states 
. agamstwh1ch Amenca is defendmg. · ·. 

Im.·. ' · .. inally,. the Unit·e' d. States.need,' s to.re~ogniz. e th.at R .. ussiais a gre' 'at powe~, and t~at ~e will. a' lw' ·.a.· y~ have. It:;:/ interests that conflict as well as comc1de. The warm Chechnya, located m the oil-nch Caucasus, is· 
particularly dangero~s. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin has used the war to stir nationalism athome while 
fueling.his own political fortunes. The Russian military has been uncharacteristically blunt and vocal in 
asserting its duty to defend the integrity of the Russian Federation -- an unwelcome development ih civil-
military relations. The long-term effect on Russia's. political culture should not be underestimated. And 

· the war' has affected relations between Russia and its neighbors in the Caucasus, as the Kremlin hurls· 
charges of harboring and abetting Chechen terrorists against states as diverse.as Saudi Arabia,.Georgia, . 
and Azerbaijan. The war is a reminder of the vulnerability of the small, new states around Russia and of 
Ameri~a's interest in their independence .. If they can become stronger, they will be less temptillg to . • 
Russia.>But much depends on the ability6fthese statesto reform theireconomies.and political.systems--
a process, to date, whose success is mixed at best. · 

· COPING WITH ROGUE REGIMES 

AS HISTORY MARCIJES toward markets and democracy, some states have been left by the side of the 
road. Iraq is the prototype. Saddam Hussein's regime is isolated, his conventional military power has been · 
severely weakened, his people live in poverty and terror, and he has no µseful place in international . 
politics. He is ther,efore determined to develop WMI). Nothing will change until Saddam is gone, so the 
United States must mobilize whatever resources it can, including support from his opposition, to remove 
him. · 

The regime of Kim fong 11 is so opaque that it is difficultto know its motivations, other th~n thatthey a.re. 
malign. But North Korea also lives outside of the International system. Like East Germany, North Korea 
is the evil twin of ,a successful regime just across its border. It must fear its evehtualdemise from the 
sheer power and pull of South Korea. Pyongyang, too, has. little to gain and everything to Jose from 
engagement in the international economy. Thedevelopment of WMD thus provides the destructive way 
out for Kim Jong I 1. 

President Kim Dae Jung of South Korea is attempting to find a. peacefulresolutionwith the norj:h through 
engagement. Any U.S. policy toward the north should depend heavily on coordination with Seoul and 
Tokyo. In that context, the 1994 framework agreement that attempted to bribe North Korea irtto forsaking 
nuclear weapons cannot easily be sefaside. Still, there is a trap inherent in this approach: sooner or later 

· Pyongyang will threaten to test a· missile one too many times; and the United States. wiU not respbnd with· 
further benefits. Then what will Kim Jortg II do? The possibilityfor miscalculation is very high;.· 
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One thingis clear: the United States must approach regimes like North Korea resolutely and decisiyely. 
The Clinton administration has failed here, sometimes threatening to use force and then backing down, as 
it often has with Iraq. These regimes are living·on borrowed time, so there need be no sense of panic 

· about them: Rather, the first line of defense should be a clear and classical statement of deterre'nce -- if· . 
they do acquire WMD, their weapons wili be unusable because any attempt to use them will. bring 
nation;il obliteration. Second, we should accelerate efforts to defend against these weapons. This is the 
most important reason to deploy national and thl:later missile defenses as soon as possible, to focus 
attention on U.S. homeland defenses against chemical and biological agents, and to expand intelligence 
capabilities against terrorism of all kinds. 

Finally, there is the Iranian regime. Iran's motivation is not to disrupt simply the development of an 
international system based on markets and democracy, but to replace it with an alternative: fundamentalist 
Islam.,Fortunately, thelranians do not have the kind ofreach and power that the Soviet Union enjoyed in 
trying.to promote 'its socialist alternative. But Iran~s tactics have posed\real problems for U,S. security.·If . 
has tried to destabilize moderate Arab states such as Saudi Arabia, though its relations with the Saudis 
have improved recently. Iran has also supported terrorism against America and Western interests and 

·. attempted to develop andtransfer sensitive military technologies. · · · 

Iran presents special difficulties in the Middle East, a region of core interest to the United States and to 
our key ally Israel. Iranian weaponry increasingly threatens Israel directly. As important as Israel's efforts 
to reach peace with its Arab neighbors·are to the future of the Middle East, they are not the whole story of 
stability in the region. Israel has a real security problem, so defense cooperation with the United States -­
particularly in the area of ballistic missile defense -- is critical. That in turn will help lsrael protect itself 

. · both through agreenients and through enhanced military power. 

Still, it is important to note that there are trends in Iran that bear watching. Mohammad Khatarrii's election . ··. 
as president has given some hope of a new course for a country that once hosted a great and thriving 
civilization -- though there are questions about how much authority he exercises. Moreover, Khatami's 
more moderate domestic views may not translate into more acceptable behavior !!broad. All in all, 
changes in U.S. policy toward Iran would require ch~mges in Iranian behavior. 

BUILDING A CONSENSUS FOR THE NATIONAL INTEREST 

AMERICA IS BLESSED with an extraordinary opportunity. It has had no territorial ambitions for nearly 
a century. Its national interest has been defined instead by a desire to foster the spread of freedom, . 

· prosperity, and peace. Both the will of the people and the demands of modern economies accord with that 
vision ofthe future. But even America's advantages offer no guarantees of success. It is up to America's 
presidential leadership and policy to bridge the gap between tomorrow's possibilities and today's realities. 

The president must speak to the American people about rrational priorities and intentions andwork with 
Congress to focus foreign policy around the national interest. The problem today is not an absence of 
bipartisan spirit in Congress or the American people's disinterest. It is the existence of a vacuum. In the 
absence of a compelling vision, parochial interests are filling the void. 

Foreign policy in a Republican administration will most certainly be internationalist; the leading 
contenders in the party's presidential race have strong credentials in that regard. But it will also proceed 
from the firm ground of the national interest, not from the interests·ofan illusory international . .. 
community, America can exercise power without arrogance and pursue its interests without hectoring and · 
bluster. When it does so in concert with those who share its core values, the world becomes more 
prosperous,democratic,.and peaceful..That·has been America's special role in the past, and it shpuld b.e.· 
again as weenterthe nexrcentury; 
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When he was running the Pentagon, James Schlesinger was fond of responding to his critics by saying that everyone is 
entitled to his or her own opinions but not to his or her own facts. Unfortunately, CondoleezzaRice ("Promotingthe National 
Interest," January/February 2000) and Robert B. Zoellick ("A Republican Foreign Policy") ignore Schlesinger's dictum, when 

. describing the Clinton administration's impact on military spending and the state of U.S. armed forces. 
. . 

ccording to Rice, the Bush administration "was able to reduce defense spending somewhat .at the end of the Cold War," but 
e Clinton administration "witlessly accelerated and deepened these cuts."· Actually, in the. Bush administration's four years, 

< defense spending fell by 18 percent -- more than 4 percent each year. In the Clinton administration's seven years, defense . 
·spending has fallen by slightly less than 10 percent, which is slightly more than 1 percent each year. Moreover, Rice 
conveniently ignores the six-year plan Bush presented to Congress in January 1993, whiCh projected a continuing decline .in 
defense spending through 1999. Clinton's actual defense budgets were$ 2 billion more than the final Bush defense plan for 
199.4 --99, as Daniel Goure and Jeffrey Ranney explain in their new book,Averting the Defense Train Wreck in the New 
Millennium. · · 

Rice then details the "devastating results" of Clinton's· large cuts on the U.S. military.· Accon:ling to her,. readim~ss has. ·· 
declined, training has suffered, pay has slipped 15 percent below Civilian equivalents, the services arefo~ced to cannibalize . 
existing equipment, and the military has much difficulty recruiting and retaining people. Leaving aside whether these (at best, 
misleading) stateme11ts are true and resulted from Clinton's. reductions, these conditions are not related to the amount of· . 
money spent on defense. The non pay portion of the operations and maintemiuce account in the defense budget, which funds 

. ·training, readiness, and maintenance, is 13 percent higher now .than when Bush· left office. Moreover, if the spending on 
operations and maintenance is calculated on a per capita basis, it is nearly 40 percent higher today than in ,1993. 

Rice also accuses the Clinton administration of cutting defense spending to its lowest point as a percentage ofGDP sinc.e 
PearlHa~bor. Using shares of GDP as a measure of military capability is both meaningless and misleading: IfClinton.had not 
presided over .such an extraordinary period of economic.growth, his current defense budget might account for four, instead of 
three, percent of GDP. Should he be castigated for helping the economy grow? By Rice's GDP standard; Jimmy Carter was 
better for defense than George Bush. · 

Most troubling is Rice's suggestion that the U.S. armed forces in 2000 resemble what they were in 1940. But60 years ago, 
our military ranked 16th in the world (between Portugal and Romania), was one-tenth the size ofGermapy's military, and had 
only 1.6 percent ()f the world's military personnel. The best way to measure the adequacy of defense spending is to compare it 
with that ofother nations. During the Clinton administration, the U.S. share of worldwide military.spending has increased. 
Ameri9a nowoutsp~nds all. of its adversaries or potential adversaries coiµbined. Together with its allies, it accounts for nearly 
80 percentofthe world's military expenditures. 



, Zoellick is also off base in his critique .of the Clinton administration. He writes that it has cut the military by around 40 
percent. But it was the Bush administration that reduced the active forces by 444,000, or 21 percent, in four years, unlike 
Clinton, who cut it onlyc 16 percent over seven years. 

Reading Rice's and Zoellick's critiques of Clinton's defense budget reminds one of the early days of the Reagan 
administration, when several of the president's lieutenants complained abput the 1970s as the "decade.of neglect of defense 
spending." They should be reminded that in the first seven years of thatdecade, the Republicans were in charge and that 
during President Carter's tenure, defense spending actually increased. 

Unfortunately, Rice's and Zoellick's "facts" found their way into presidential candidate George W. Bush's September 1999 
speech on defense policy. If the governor becomes the chief executive, one hopes he will discover that the defense funding 
gap during the 2000 election is like the missile gap during the 1960 election. He should also read George Wilson's new book, 
which cites former Air Force Chief of Staff Ron Fogelman and formerArmy Deputy Chief of Staff Jay Gardl)er asstating 
that an annual defense budget of$ 250 billion, plus inflation, should b~ plenty for the armed services in the post -- Cold War · 

, periodjf spent properly. (The budget is now$ 280 billion.) Finally, Bush should remember that during the Cold War; not a 
single Rep~blican president, except Ronald Reagan, allowed defense spending to increase. 
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AN ERA OF CHANGE . 

AT THE OPENING of the twentieth century, the United States began a quest similar to today's. The rise of American power, 
revolutions in technology, andgreat clashes abroad set the stage for a historic transfonnation. Theodore Roosevelt and 
Woodrow Wilson dominated the age, as they debated and labored to promote their visions of America's role in a new 
international system. In 2000, the world is again in an era of rapid change, reminiscent of a century ago. The vitality of 
America's private economy, the preeminence of its military power, and the appeal of the country's ideas are unparalleled. But 
as former British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher cautioned her colleagues, we must "expect the unexpected." A primary 
task for the next president of the United States is to build public support for a strategy that will shape the world so as to 
protect and promote American interests and values for the next 50 years. 

At the end of the Cold War, President George Bush built on Ronald Reagan's legacy by b~ginning to adapt American foreign 
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. policy to the challenges of changed circumstances. Recognizing the importance of economic ties, his administration 
negotiated the North Airierican Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), supported a free.,.trade agreement with Chile as a step. 
toward free trade throughout the western hemisphere, and promoted the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperatfon{'AP:EC) group 
to bind U.S. economic interests across the Pacific. The United States then employed these regional iriitjatiyes to bring the : . 
global trade talks ofth~Uruguay Roun,d to the edge of condusion.·Thqse}niti_atives hav.e created th~·hlostpo\¥erful . · · 
movement toward free trade in history. · · · 

.. The United States also took advantage of its preeminent position to push hard for peace in a number ~f yital ·areas. In. the : 
Middle East, the United States used its standing after the Cold War and the Gulf War to break old deadlocks at theMadrid 

·Conference and to push the Arab-Israeli peace process to a totally.new plane.The Bush administratjon sought to reshape the 
strategic landscape. across Europe and Russia by uniting Germany within NATO in 1990, defining a nev(strategic concept for 
NA TO in 1991, opening the .alliance to former enemies in 1990 and· 1991, and negotiating landmark conventional and nuclear 
arms ~educti.on agreements to underpin the ne:W security :framework. u.s~ ties with Russia reached an impressive:leyetpf .···· 
effectiveness, as demoristrat¢d by their cooperation in the: Guff War. u.S. Hliks with China were :also. slo~lyJri,tprclVillg after 

... the Tiananmeri Square tragedy, as the Bqsh ·administration handled sharp differences iri a :Way that· still eilabfed i to foster 
. positive change. By the 6rid of its term,. the admirtistration: had. created a cljmate of cooperation among the wodd's major · 

. . - . . { . 
powers~ 

CLINTON'S FLA wED APPROACH 
. . . . -

PRESIDENT BILL CLINTON'S intelligence a~d his ability.to synthesize policy and p~liticsat homehe}dout the p~ospect 
. that he could build on Bush's initial efforts to redefine America's position in the world. Unfortunately, the Clinton .... 
administration neveq1dopted a guidirtg strategy or even demonstrated a Su.stained commitrrterit to foreigl;l :policy. As a resuit, 

•· Clit1tonhas failed to· define a p.ew intematimialismfor the United States, thusletting historic opporfunitie.s slip away. . 
1 !' ' ·:r:, c_·''.:·. '• 

Clintort's foreign poli~ies have b~en stymied by five flaws. The ·first, an unwillingness to remain c01mnittecl to his OWn 
prioritie~; has been demonstrated by his drift on international trade. Clinton started with an encouraging emphasis on trade, 
perhaps because he inherited-a signed NAFTA deal and a partial Uruguay Round agreement that he could not abandon easily, 
·But after 1994, the Clinton administration changed its course: it made pledges for free trade~ but the reality dfits p6lides did 
not match the rhetoric: Instead, the United States demanded managed-trade quotas with Japan -- preCisely the ~ong remedy 
for a country needing deregulation -- until it was compelled to retreat.: Fearful of alienating pr,otectionist poll,tical . ·· · 
constitµenCies,~(;lintpn was unwilling to build onNAFTA or even to defend it After deferring to the ne~ e~·onomic· . 
isolationists,' C1iritonseemed. surprised in 1997 when he could muster. only about 40 out of 200 members of his own party in 
the Rous¢ ofRepresentatives to support hisforlotn se.arch'for the a\}thority,nece~sary to negotjate additiOn~i.tracle.' . ' 
agreements: ;· . ' ' . . . . . . . r . . ' . . . . •· . ' .. . ·-~ . 

These mistakes have had lasting consequences. In the· early 1990s, countri~s throughout Latin Ameri~a were c~inpeting to . 
negotiate free-trade agreements :with the United States. Recognizing the strategicvalue of-NAFTA, they wanted to connect 

·. thdr economies, societies, security, and even political systems to America. Today, no one in Latin America or.elsewhere·· 
. . expects the current administration to follow through on its statements. Latin Americans proceeded wi!h their o~ .c,:istoms 

union, which has beeri negotiating ne.w trade ventures with the European Union (EU} and Japan. Wheri-EastAsian,economi~s 
faced their greatest financial shock in generations --·creating possibilities for structural reforms but alsoa'nee~ to fight .· ... , 
protectionism with.mutual liberalization -- U.S.trade negotiators .stOod on the sidelines. Without the initiative and leadershtJ>.·· .·. ·· 

. of the United Sta,tes, all particdpants involved. ill! launching the global trade talks in Seattle lastN6vemlj~r ~pproached the . 
meeting defensively. So the new trade round was stymied by stalemate. '.Washingt<m has the power to shape global economic 
relations for the next 50 years, but it has marginalized itself in this crucial are~. · · ·· · · ··· · ' .· 

. . . . . . 

· The White House's second flaw has been to erode its credibility by offering words that are riot qac].<:ed by acti~ns; this has 
. taken a special toll ~ith U.S. allies. It is ironic that an administration that came into office proclaitn'ing ''ass~rtive . 
· m tiltilateralism" has dissipated America's energies as a coalitio.n leader .. The Gulf War coalition isin tatters; not surprisingly, 

after years of strong language about the 'dangers of Saddam Hussein's machinations, followed by only tepid imp reflexive . 

:11,• .... • 
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, actions. Despite the American military's overwhelming superiority in Kosovo, at the end of the bombing its European allies 
concluded that they needed to create their own alternative to U.S. political and security leadership. After.China ha~shly 
.criticized Japan for agreeing to newdefen:se guidelines with the United States, Clinton could not find one minute during his 
nine-day trip to China to stand by his struggling Japanese ally. The.administration managed to boot out a U.N. · 
secretary-general, but it has never developed a sustained, consistent strategy toward the organization that would serve U.S. 
ends. (Only a few years earlier, America had proved that a more constructive approach to the U.N. was possible when it built 
the Gulf War coalition and organized the repeal of the "Zionism is racism" resolution.) . 

The Clinton administration's third flaw is its inability to frame strategies supported by operations, which has particularly 
. damaged its dealingswit,h China and Rm;sia. Neither.mie is t.he "strategic partner" that Clinton proclaimed: In fact, the .· · 
· ·distrust created by the administration has made it hard for the United States to cooperate with either country on long'-term 

mutuai interest~. Sadly, t.he Clinton legacy with both China and Russia -- the two great powers whose future paths remain 
uncertain and potentially unstable -- is one of tense and suspicious relations that have been getting worse. 

In the case of China, at first the administration linked human rights to normal trading relations, but it later backed down -- a 
clear sign of weakness. Clinton then mistakenly promised the Chinese that the United States would not grant a travel visa to 
the president of democratic Taiwan, Lee Teng-hui;·his subsequent reversal of that decision: generated distrust.and 
counterreactions thathave increased dangers between Beijing and Taipei.' During Clinton's high-profile trip to China in.1998; 
he neglected to explain serious security differences, ultimately i::nisleading China and failing to prepare the' American public 
for China's missile buildup, its nuclear espionage, and its crack-downs on democracy. Next, Clinton prodded Chinese Prime 
Minister Zhu Rhongji to offer the United States concessions in exchange for Chinese membership in the World Ttade 
Organization (WTO) but then inexplicably spumed Zhu's proposal during a high-profile visit, thereby weakening China's 
reform efforts. The agreement with China on the WTO in November 1999, although welcome, only underscores that Clinton 
could have cut a deal earlier that was as good or better -- avoiding a crisis that left unnecessary scars . 

. Clinton's Russia policy has discredited free-market econo~ics, squandered money from the International Morieta:ry Fund 
(IMF), and generated widespread anti-Americanism. His "Monroeski doctrine" and his comparison of the battle in Chechnya 
to the U.S. Civil War have encouraged both a view of state power that conflicts with a modem, democratic Russia and a 
revival of Russian imperialistic attitudes .. The administration's indifference to Y eltsin's shelling of the Russian legislature, 
among other autocratic measures, revealed a blind spot in the importance of Russia's rule of law and democratic process. 

Clinton has never seemed to grasp the costs of embracing an elected czar, one who oversaw a privatization qrive that turned 
into massive theft and who now presides over pervasive corruption, Not surprisingly, this system has failed to improve the 
livelihood of average·Russians, setting the stage for future trouble:. 

' ' ' ·:. . ' 

Afourth flaw has been Clinton's uncertainty on when and how to. use American power:.: frequently hesitating, then 
overcommitting, and regularly failing to match means with ends. This weakness has shadowed his initiatives to resolve 
humanitarian and ethnic. strife with military intervention. His "nation-building" failure. in Somalia was costly in terms of 
lives, the reputation of the United States, and America's confidence that it can deal effectively with such problems. The U.S. 
invasion of Haiti .and its multi-billion-dollar effort to bring "democracy" turned out to be an unhappy reminderthat 
supposedly good intentions cannot save a flawed policy. The United States continued to be drawn into rninhvars in the 
Balkans without clarifying its goals or being honest about the ongoing commitment of human and material resources these . 
U.N. "colonies" would require. The history of false starts and missteps was captured well by Clinton's own new ''doctrine" 
on intervention. in such conflicts: his words were at first stunning in their reach but were then quickly reinterpreted, leaving 
the world to conclude that America is confused, cynical, or both. 

Finally, many of Clinton's ventures have the disquieting feature of being driven significantly by political polls .and 
calculations; this perception has made it exceedingly hard for him to call credibly for bipartisan foreign policies. As Clinton's 

.·.ad hoc foreign policies have frayed, the administration has lashed out at its critics, calling them isolationists. In fact, C:linton's 
inability to develop a foreign policy disciplined by sustained priorities, reliability, strategy, selectivity, and frankness has 
squandered opportunities. The president's mistakes have made itharder for him to complete work in areas-'- such as the · 
Middle East and Northern Ireland -- where he has invested considerable effort in bringing parties together for peace 
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. processes. The Clinto~ foreign policy style has also taken its toll abroad: .The administration has caused too ~any countries to 
be weary, and even resentful, of the United States. The power of the United States is obvious to the world, but Clinton has 
failed to use that power wisely or diplomatically. His rhytoric has contained much hubris but little credibility. America is. 
more influential if it speaks softly, but with firm conviction. I.fit asserts that it is committed to do everything,its 
commitme11ts to everything are suspect. 

REPUBLICAN PRINCIPLES 

FIVE PRINCIPLES distinguish a modem Republican foreign policy. First, it is premised on a respect for power, being 
neither ashamed to pursue America's national interests nor too quickto use the country's might. By matching America's 
power to its interests, such a policy can achieve its objectives and build credibility both at home and abroad. U.S. policy 
should respect the histories, perspectives, and concerns of other nations, but it should not be paralyzed by intellectual 
penchants for inoral relativism. All states do not play equally important roles. Given America's responsibilities in the world, 
it must retain its freedom to act against serious dangers. · · 

Second, a modem Republican foreign policy emphasizes building and sustaining coalitions and .alliances. Effective coalition 
leadership requires clear-eyed judgments about priorities, an appreciation of others' interests, constant consultations among · 
partners, and a willingness to compromise on some points .but to remain focused on core objettives. Allies and coalition 
partners should bear their fair share of the responsibilities; if they do, their views will be representedand respected. Similarly1 

to have an effective U.N., the key nations that compose it must recognize that their actions -- nottheir speeches and posturing 
ia an international forum -- will determine whether problems can be solved. · 

. Third, Republicansjudge international agreements and institutions as means to achieve ends, not as fonps of political· 
· therapy. Agreem.ents and institutions can facilitate bargaining, recognize common interests, and resolve differences 

cooperatively. But international law, unlike domestic law, merely codifies an already agreed-upon ccioperation. Even among 
democracies, international law not backed by enforcement mechanisms will need negotiations)n order to work, and 
international law not backed by power cannot cope with dangerous people and states. Every issue need n9t be dealt with 
multilaterally. 

' - ' . . . ' 

Fourth, a ll1odemRepublicanforeign policy must embrace the revolutionary changes in the information.and communications, 
technology, commerce, and finance sectors that will shape the environment for global politics an cl security. Because of the.se 
changes, people's aspirations -- to exercise their free will al).d transform their lives~- are rising' in all corners of the globe .. · 
_<=;qmmunities of private groups,.whether organized for busihess or social ends, will achieve results far beyond.'the reach of 
governments and international bureaucracies. The United States can leverage this dyHamismto opemninds and.markets. 
America's foreign policy must promotethese global trends. It must take practical steps to niove the worlcftoward greater 
freedoms and human rights. It should link itself to the agents of change around the world through new networks of free. trade, 
information, and investment. . . . ' .. 

' ••-\ r' '.:'' 

Finally, a modem Republican foreign policy recognizes that there is still evil in the world -- people whq hate America and the 
ideas for which it stands. Today, we face enemies who are hard at work to develop nuclear, biological; and chemical 
weapons, along with the missiles to ddiver them. The United States must remain vigilant and have the strength to defeat its 
enemies. Peopledriven by enmity or by a need to dominate will not respond to reason or goodwill. They will manipulate 
civilized rules for uncivilized ends. 

POWER AND ECONOMICS 

A MODERN Republican foreign policy should apply these principles within a long-term strategy to ·promote peace, security, 
and liberty. America must capture the dynamism of the era and transform its new elements into the eeonomic arid security 
foundations for a future system. The Unite<;l States and its partners need to link the world's continental regions within a global 
economic system that secures the benefits of integration while coping with the inevitable stresses of capitalism. Loo}\ing at 
the 

5 



. twentieth century,if is cle11r that peace is not ensured through closer economic ties alone; so the United States.must navigate 
changing great-power relations, strengthen its alliances, and maintain unquestioned military superiority over dangerous · 
regimes. 

In the inforriiatiori age; America should promote an open architecture in order to capitalize on its greatest assets: a vibrant, 
innovative economy and a society that continually reinvents itself. American concepts of corporate governance, shareholder 

.. value, benchmarking, and the "value chain" are now discussed in executive offices around the globe. By incorporating 

. advances il1 information and communications technologies into business processes, U.S. corporations have triggered gairis in 
productivity similar to those achieved when companies learned how to ree11gineer their businesses using electrical powerlOO 
year ago. The surge in e-commerce, already a$ 500 billion activity, is transforming business models again. Governments 
everywhere are turning to privatization and deregulation to help their· countries keep pace. The American entrepreneur 
commands an awe that matches the respect accorded the American military. 

The American private sector is a powerful, attractive magnet. But the U.S. government has not used this energetic.force t~ 
transform others in ways that enable America to build on its successes. Instead, growth and market im}Jalances,have led to the •· 

. largest trade deficits in American history. Although U.S. markets are generally open to the world, too many others remain 
closed to the United States. Countries should embrace changes that will tap the vitality and genius ofpeople around the 
world, improve their livelihood and health, and open doors to freedom. Government efforts to tum back the clock, even if 
well-meaning, will end up hurting people. Instead, governments and societies should help people adjust to and benefit from 
new possibilities.Therefore, a successful U.S; foreign policy must also be based o.n superior education athome, low taxes 
thatrewa,r,d work and risk-taking, and secure savings and pensions for retirees. 

. . 

The United States .needs a strategic economic-negotiating agenda that combines regional agreements with the development of 
globalrules forari open economy. To link up with Latin America and the Asia-Pacific region, theUnited States shotild 
propose free-trade 11greements, with either individual countries brregional groups. If India. continues its reforms, the United 
States should offer.it a new economic partnership beginning with those Indian sectors that are open to the world or can offer 
large public gains through deregulation. As a new generation of leaders gains authority in the Middle East, possible peace 
agreements can be buttressed by drawing these societies into information-age economics and integrating their economies into 
w9rld markets. African countries seeking to abandon the old, failed state. controls need the incentive of open U.S. and world 
markets for their emerging enterprises, as well as financial backing for serious reforms. The EU and the United States should 
follow the.lead ofthejr increasingly integrated businesses by opening even more sectors to cross-investment and greater 
competition, with the aim of achieving transatlantic free trade. 

These agendas should be ambitious -- ranging from farm products to e-"commerce~ Tariffs should be cut further. The United 
States should supporJ: innovative business ventures to streamline comtnon standards. It should promote the deregulation and 
opening ofvastnew global markets for services -- in areas such as energy, airlines, finance, and entertainment. The United 
States should apply successful regional precedents in economic and trade liberalization to other regions orto global· . 
negotiations tqrough. the WTO. By operating at the center of this changing network, the United States -- the one economy · 
with ll truly gfobal reach -~ should promote openness among regiOns. . · 

If some regions are too slow to open their·.markets, the United States should move on to others. America should spur a 
competitive dynamic for openness and transparency. Competition can work wonders: wheri the United States pursued 
NAFTA and APEC, the.EU finally felt the pressure to complete the global Uruguay Round trade negotiations. If others hold 
back in the new WTO round, the United States should repeat this strategy ofregionalism with a global goal in order to. break · 
the logjam. 

This modem Republican design recognizes the benefits ofregional integration and seeks to harness it for global purposes; 
regional integration can help countries deal more effectively withtransriational problems, such as the.environment or 
narcotics trafficking;. The practice of joint action within regions,. especially by private-sector groµps, can be expanded to deal 
with common political and even security issues. The history ofU.S; foreign policy is full of examples of private parties~· · 
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. from missionaries: to engineers -- who -forwarded Americ~'s belief in the future by helping others face the challenges of the 
day. The very nature of the "new economy"-:- with its rapidly adapting technologies, fa~t-paced change, and innovative spirit 
- will elevate the 1:,ole _of private parties; they will often. surpass the government in their ability fo resolve inevitable disputes. 
These parties ~e nofze.ro~sum thinkers. Th¢ U.S. governmentshould create a climate in which ci,tizens ~anserv.e both the_ -
private ~d the public good. Prosp·erity with a purpose is an ideathat reaches far beyond U~,~· boi:ders~ . . -- -

If America links its economy to those of key regions, it can also promote its geopolitical agenda, Deeperintegration wifu 
Latin America, Europe, and East Asia will support U.S. security.commitments as citizens of these regions recognize their· \ 
common·foterests. _A,t best, economic, interdependence ~ill be a riew ghle that draws. partners close: togeth¢r. More tjiodestly; 
creating 2ommon rulesfor open economies will connect private s~ctors and help manage a combination-of cooperation arid 
competitiOn. 

__ This blueptintexparids on America's political and economic principles. It pro~otes open markets and open, 's.ocieties,_the free 
. flow 9finformation and ideas, and the development of the private sector-- al.I-of which contrjbuteto the gr,Owth'.of 

economies, middle classes; and liperties. If Chfo:a; Russia, Indi~, and others· want to keep up, they will h~xe to open up-: This­
, plan offers a positive program around which internationalists of both parties can rally to coilnter protectionists and . 
isolationists. It also challenges America to sustain its openness, afeature that, attracts greatthinkers and doers from all over 

--. _ the workt It creates a dyrnunism that give,s its diverse society cohe_sion arid a sltared purpose; and.it safeguards liberty and 
· freedom~ · · · - . . -: -- - · 

The public international financial institutions -- especially th~ IMF and the World Bank ..::. aiso need to be overhauled to 
match the demands of the information age and the globalizatfon of financial markets. Considering how private-sector 
financial firms have changed in recent years, it is understandable. that the_ Bretton Woods institutions of 1?44:tequire major 

_ reengineet'ing. First; the operations of the IMF and the World Bank must be more transparent, on.:line, and real~tinie; °They . -
- should _fight corruption, which can drain both money and confidence. Butthey should not; out of technocratic'hubris~ usurp 
the proper roles of either creditor or debtor governments or of the private financial sector. A dependency on international 
bureaucracies for solutions to tough problems will dissuade.national goveminents from taking responsibility :fpr their 
countries' .futures and will ultimately erod.e :the legitimacy of both governments and international financial' ins.t~tutions. : --

. _,, 

The IMF still has a role to play in buffering national financial inarkets against shocks that threaten globaf stability, untilself- -
help rebahmces the capital movements. Butthe IMF must exercise this role in a fashion thatdoes not add tolong~term 
financial instability by encouraging risks_ for which investors are not willing to pay. Furthemiore, since t6day's global ·: 
.economy (different from what it was 50 years ago) rests.on private capital flows, the IMF must "bail-in;' creditors, not_bi;til 
theqi oui: P~ivate"cFeditorsmust play a financialrole ill restructUrjng "national bankruptcies;" justas when'theyh~ve loaned 
money to companies in trouble; creditors can Feschedule loans, take discounts, and extend niore money doting workouts. The -
World Bank should concentrate on helping people adjust to change. In poor countries, this agenda may involve improving 
_basic health and subsistence needs while creating economic opportunities. ln other low-income countries, the World Bank 
can assist ·in developing :markets that will enable people to benefit froin self-help. ; -

. . .·_ ·.:' ' ' ' .· ' . ",. 
: ' . . .·. 

ALLIES, ENEMIES, AND IN-BETWEENS 

IN PURSUING a reinvigorated foreign policy, the United States first needs to overhaul ties with its partners and allies:d its, · 
· North At,nericfil1neighbors and its two primary partners abroad, _Europe .and Japan. Mexico, Canada; andtb.e United States , 
share ari interest in building on their comm oil democracy ajid 'prosperity by addressing problems that r~quite greater regional' 
cooperation~- such as narcotics, the environment, and illegal immigration. To operate effectively overseas, the United States· 
must ensure that it has a strong neighborhood at home. Transatlarttjc and transpacific alliances can go a Iorig way toward_ -
ensuring security in the eastern and. western parts .of Eurasia, where in the past dangerous .powers have :threatened the United-

- States. These parttierships can enhance America's ability to address the uncertain futures,of China: and, Russia. the EU and _ 
Japan are a1so important colleagues in ensuring an international economy hospitable to growth, dynamism, and the 'creative 
~~- ' - - ---



, The United States. should not be complacent about its allies' roles. Europeans saythey want to shoulder a greater defense 
•responsibility -- and they should -- especially when it comes to policing their own continent. But a wide gap still separates· 
Europe's defense oratory and its actual spending on the necessary capabilities. The United States should ~ncourage its NATO 
allies tO face this reality and to recognize the mutual benefit in having European defense forces operating in c;lose concert 
with the U.S. military through coalitions. Ultimately, an effective European defense arm will require serious participation by 
British, French, and German troops. · .. 

Jap~n should evolve gradually toward assuming more responsibility for East Asian security, in concert with America and its 
allies. Only the United States can help Japan's neighbors accept this historic adjustment, which is the key to transforming 
Japan's domestic opinion. As a start, Japan, the United States, Korea, and Australia should form clo"ser defense ties. Over 
time, Japan's forces should be more closely integrated to support the U.S. military in Asia. These steps will strengthen the 
posture ofthe Pacific democracies toward North Korea, demonstrate to China that it should seek security cooperation (and 
not competition) with the Asia~Pacific democracies, and channel any increased iapanese capabilities into a reassuring. 
framework. 

Second, the United States and its partners face three great challenges in Eurasia: China, Russia, and India. China has been 
rising, Russia has been weakening, and India has been reassessing its outlook. These are the "big ones," and more mistakes· 
with them could cost America dearly in the future. The United States must be realistic, not romantic, about the prospects for 
China and Russia. These states should be integrated into the. economic, security, and political arrangements that America and 
its allies have sponsored, although we must be prepared to shield against these countries if integration is not possible. These 
countries are "works in progress"; they are not yet friends and are certainly not partners, but they need not be enemies. The 
United States arrd its allies should explain to both China and Russia the steps that can build on shared interests and lessen 
differences. Ultimately, America will evaluate its own ability to cooperate -- and the world will assess America's willingness 
to do so -- based on concrete actions, not photo opportunities. I. 

India, the world's largest democracy and before long its most populous nation, will play an increasingly important role in 
Asia. To grow and prosper, it will need to adjust tothe global economy. To contributeto its prosperity and regional security, 
India will· need to lower the risk of conflict with its neighbors. And to have influence with India, America must stop· ignoring 
it. A more open India, possessing a broader understanding of its place in the world, could become a valuable partner of the 
United States in coping with Eurasia's uncertainties. In addition to proposing trade and investment liberalization, the United· 
States should open a regular, high-level security dialogue with India on Eurasia and the challenges to stability .. 

. . . 

Third, North America, the EU, and Japan need to reach out to the next group of potential partners. In varying degrees, 
moving at different paces, countries in central and eastern Europe,· Latin America, and East Asia have been opening private · 

. markets, building middle classes, and developing representative democracies that respect individual liberties. Butthese 
countries have been subject to enormous stresses. With Latin America in. particular, the United States has resumed its old, 
bad habit of overlooking its neighbors until problems compel it topay attention. Resistance is ~lowing the momentum for 
democracy and free markets that Latin Ameriea kicked off a decade ago. More debt defaults, rising populism, frustrations 
with the lack of tangible results from economic reforms, and narcotiCs traffickers seeking to control governments all threaten 
to eclipse the movement toward what should be a historic and strategic achievement: a fully .democratic and prosperous 
western hemisphere. 

Fourth, the United States must counter those dangerous states that threaten its closest friends, such as Israel, or its vital 
interests, such as maintaining access to oil in the Persian Gulf. In dealing with the likes ciflraq and North Korea, the United 
States needs to offer consistentlong-term directions to guide coalitions that will deter and even replace their brutal regimes. 
Concessions to blackmail and threats, even if they serve as temporary expedients, will exacerbate these problems. The United 
States mlJst retainthe initiative so that its opponents are so worried aboutwhat America is planning that they cannot plot 
attacks or new forms of blackmail. Theater and national missile defenses will let the United States counter missiles carrying 

· 1 weapons of mass destruction from those countries that might target U.S. conventional forces orparalyze the United States if 
it intervenes against their threats. Time is on America's side -- not that of these decaying dictatorships -- ifthe United States 
has the confidence and determination to stari~ up to, and if necessary defeat, its enemies: 
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MILITARY MIGHT 

AMERICA'S LEADERSHIP in the next century requires a strong military, wisely used. The Clinton administration has too 
often relied onthe U.S. milit~ry to bail out speculative diplomatic venture.s that turned sour. Concurrently, America's military 
has been cut back some 40 percent. At some point, doing more with less just becomes doing less with less. Given the current 
demands on the U.S. military; the Pentagon has made the troublesome choice of trying to fund present needs at the expense 
of future capabilities. This spending improvisation is divorced from the adniinistratiqn's own plans. As the military 

· equipment pought in the early· 1980s ages, the armed services are spending more and more funds just to keep old planes, 
ships, and tanks operating. The administration's undersecretary of defense called this quandary a ''death spiraL" The chair of 
the joint chiefs o( staff called it a "nosedive." These are strong words. The failure to prepare for the future will be'co1lle 
sharply apparent during the next decade, when the whee.ls start t.o come off the weapons purchased some 25 years ago. As 
one Marine general said, "If parents are uncomfortable se~ding their sons and daughterst()cOllegejn 25.,.year-old cars, what 
will they think about sending them into harm's way in 25-year-old helicopters?" · · · . · · 

The challenge for the next president is not justto spend more on defense but to spend wisely. In transforming its defense 
strategy for the future, the United States sh6uld seek to align the military's stn~ngth with .the nation's strengths: America's 
people and technology. U.S. companies that have not incorporated the revohiti9nary advances in inform~tion and . 
communications technologies have been swept away by their competition with surprising rapidity. The Pentagon carinot 

. afford to run a similar risk. The United States must invest in a combination of sophisticated sensors, information technology, 
real-time communications; and precision-guided weapons that wilLenable the individual services to fight together seamlessly 
in joint operations. Future networked forces should be smaller, quicker, easier to deploy, more dispersed, and able to destroy 
targets with fewer sorties and greater "standoff' capabilities. They must be able to act together when executing discrete 
missions -- such as suppressing air defenses, achieving complete airdominance, and destroying; small,,.mobiletargets -- that 
will be vital in the new security environment. They will need "in ore teeth and less taiL" At the end of the day,gutsy soldiers · 
in muddy boots will still have to hold ground, but they need to be the fastest to get to decisive points, with the mostpreci~e 
firepower to support them. 

This transformation will take time. In many respects, technology is the easy part. The challeng~ is to integrate technology . 
into new operational concepts, doctrines, and organizational structures -.,. and then to practice them. (Ill June 1940, the French 
army had 1llore and better tanks than the German army, but the panzer leaders knew how to use blitzkrieg operations to · 
overwhelm France within weeks.) The experience of the private sector points the way toward a smart, modernized defense 
for the future. Like private business executives facing new challenges, the next generation ofmilitaryof~cers needs clear 

· goals to guide change -- and strong support in making the country's forces achieve these goals. Only the president can 
establish these goals· and provide the needed leadership. 

The Pentag~n can also learn from. the private sector about cutting costs. Although the cost of ci~ili~n information-technology . 
systems.has fallen tremendously, the price of analogous military systems has not. Like other professional organizations, the .. 
Defense Department must focus on its core missions and outsource supporting activities .. In leadirlg this tnmsfonnation, the 
next president must also challenge America's allies to keep up. In critical areas, U.S. allies inEurope and the Pacific can 
share significant burdens and make major contributions. In order to fight together,theirforces must. be interoperable. And 
allies should assume greater roles in peacekeeping operations, supported by unique U.S. capabilities and backed by the 
hammer ofits robust force. · · · 

THE RIGHT TRACK 

ASAMERI.CANS enter a new century, the history of the last onemayinspire a sense of both c~ution and opportunity. The 
United States ~n 1900 seemed to have unbounded potential. But the first half of the .twentieth century involved frightful costs. 
And although America achieved great accomplishments over the past 50 years, these came at a high price of lives; money, 
and national attention. Now a new generation must chart a course for America amid revolutionary changes in technologies, 
economies, societies,·and weaponry. It is a mistake for-the United States simply to react to events.Ameriea needs a strategy . 
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. that blends traditional truths with the opportunities of a networked market-place and a modernized anriy. It mtlst berealistic 
about human nature and conflicting interests while being optimistic about the world's potential. America must deploy its 

. power wisely, i;electively, and consistently to mold an international system that will enhance its influence in futu.re e"'..ents. 
Drawing on this influence, modem Republicans believe they can work with like-minded Democrats so that Ameriea can . 
advance both its interests and its ideals. America's potential is extraordinary, and so is the world's. Itis time to getonthe 
right track. 

Editors' Note: Democratic views will be published in forthcoming issues;· 
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BODY: 
Why defenders··ofthe Clinton administration, after its more than seven years in office, stilltry to blame tlie administration's · 
problems on a predecessor continues to baffle me. As Lawrence Korb writes, President Bush .did irtdeedrec:Iuce the size of· 
America's military after the Cold War ended.The question that Korb sidesteps is why President Clinton and Vice President 

·: Gore woul& continue the cuts, year after year, in the face of numerous military problems: a hectic tempo of operations around 
the world, shortfalls in maintenance, the slippage in readiness, declines in relative pay, gaps in recruitment, housing 
problems, troubles in retention, increased threats from states with missiles, and the failure to procure newequipment to 
replace the depreciating investments made 20 years ago. . 

Korb's dey9tion to facts .also wanes when he selectively cites.other works on.the subject. If he respects the authority of Jim 
Schlesinger or Dan Goure', he might have pointed out that Goure's new book, with a supportive forward by Schlesinger, 
documents.that the Clinton administration's defense budget is nearly$ 100 billion short each year in·funding its own force 
plan for the next five years. This mismatch underscores my larger policy points. The administration's foreign and defense 
policies have been greatly weakened by its failure to match means and ends, connect strategies with operations, and back up 
rhetoric with actions. Korb's comments reveal that he, like Clinton, is strategically challenged. Whereas Korb maintains that 
the test of U.S. defense speuding should be a comparison with the expenditures of other nations,astrategist would compare 
resources to U.S. objectives. 

Unfortunately, Korb's. accounting also misses the key pointthat leading Republican presidential candidates are making about. 
'defense ,policy. The strategic challenge is how the country's money should be spent transforming the militaryJo meet new 

·threats and to take advantage of America's existing strengths -- especially its educated people and technology. Presidential 
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)eadership is needed to press the U.S. military to maintain its superiority under new circumstances. The Clinton 
administration's uncomfortable relationship with the military and its failure to understand these chall~nges h.as led it to 
abdicate its responsibility for designing the American military of the future. 
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BYLINE: CONDOLEEZZA RICE is Senior Fellow. at the Hoover Institution .and Professor Of Political 
·Science al Stanford University. She is also fo1#gn policy li<fviser fo Republican presidential'candidate 
·George W,.Bush. ·,. 

BODY: 
Lawrence K.~rb;s protest of my facts reminds me of a diCttim as \vell: If you find yourself with am'.ess on. 
yo'ur hands, biame your predecessor~ That is the essence of his defense of the· Clinton adni:iriistration; · 
. ·.·,:: . . . . - . .·.: 

. Yes, defeiise,.spending declined during the·Bush years in accordance with major reduetions inAinerican'· .. ···· 
. ffiilltary pers«)nnel at the end ofthe Cold War~ Dtifing suclia big demobilization,~l8percentWas not' . · .. 
outrageous:, it has been forgotten that the Democ.ratfo Congress thoughtthe .cuts not d,eep ¢rioug4. The 

. fast Clintol!_'budget was, by the way, nine percent bet ow the Bush projections. What has happened since' 
thert? The'canilibalization of equipment, pay scafos inadequate to retain personnel; substandard housh1g, 

. ·.strained ti"aininghudgets, and low mo.rale ate not imaginary~ Read the congressfonal testimony of the' 

. Joint Chiefs of .staff and the .a.dministratiori's testimony fast year. Did the military's trouble~ .occur ·.·.· .. 
overnight? . ' . . . . . . . . . . .· ·.. . . . , ·.. , ·. . • . . ,, .. 

· Indeed, the most irrelevant''fact" presented by Korb.is the comparison ofBush;sl0ng-tei"m projectfons 
. with Clinton's actual budgets. Would Bush have increased the operations tempo of the military toJhe 
degree Clinton has? Would Bush thenhave carried through with projected cuts indefense 'spending artd. · · ... 
'~llowed the arriied forces to reach the state they are now ~n? !rather doubt it. · . · ., · · . '.' ; 

.;' . , . . ,_ ·., . . 
. . . ' 

•· But _this i.s a moot point. Long-term projections are justthat: projections .. The defens~ brtdgetis put .•. :' . 
together annually~ George Bush has riot been the commander-in.:chief for seven yeais. So tlier~ are ()nly . 
tWo .possible conClusions. Either Clinton's deferis¢ budgets have been inadequate cir the. Pentagon during 

··his admirtistration has been incompetent in managing resources .. B<;>th are probably true .. Ifthe Pen~gori 
has notdl.yidedmoney properly, where has the secretary of defense been? In case Korb dl\)es.not ·· .· 
r~member; the management of the Pentagon is also the adrrtinistrati.on's responsibility; .· . . 

,... . .. . :· ' ' . . ' " .. ' .''" 

.• A~ to the l6~.percentage of GDP spenton defense,.this is.simply ~imeasure ofthenation;~ prforiHes.It is. 
riot meant to be more. But Korb's analysis .begs the question, Why in such good times was the military 

·. '. f>eo:lliried .t<:> fall into this state? . · · · · · .. ·· · · · · · · 
.. "' .· ;:.,: 
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.· : 

.. Korb.is also selective in the data he chooses. Operations and maintenance accounts are indeed nearly 13 
percent higher now than in Bush's administration. Why? Largely because they have been funding the 
multiplying missions -- from Haiti to Bosnia to Kosovo -- this administration has assigned its military, 
These. operations have been at the expense of procurement and research and development (R&D). 
Democratic members of the Senate Anried Services Committee recently sent a letter to the administration 
ciomplaining about the lack of investment in defense R&D, which has stayed flat for several years. The 
operations and maintenance number exposes the shortsighted strategy that the administration's own 
undersecretary has called a "death spiral" -- robbing the future to pay for the present. 

The Clinton administration has had seven years to build a military more robustand better suited to face 
post-- Cold War challenges. It inherited a strong hand -- a military that won the Gulf War. Now; under 
congressional an.d electoral pressures, the president is sprinting to undo the damage he has inflicted on the 
armed forces. A two-temi administration is responsiblefor what has happened on its watch. Th.at js a. fact 
no analysis can erase. 

/ 
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