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“Up, Up and Away”

The Cost of National
Missile Defense

What moves faster than an
intercontinental missile, leapsover rational
scientific and diplomatic arguments, and
defies the pull of fiscal constraints more
surely than gravity governsthe universe?

With apol ogies to Superman for using
his motto, the answer is the cost of the
National Missile Defense (NMD) system
that the Administration and Congress
seem intent on devel oping and deploying
by 2005 and maintaining for at least
another 25 years.

Cost Growth Predicted

The Center for Defense Information has
been predicting major growth in the cost
of NMD for anumber of years. The first
hint of troublewasthefailure of President
Clintontokill theprogramin hisfirst term.
Even though funding was cut back
between 1995 and 1998, the money that
continued to flow into the research and
development of the system kept it alive,
giving itssupportersin Congressthetime
they needed to mount afull scale offensive
in support of an accelerated program.

Continued on page 6
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European Security and Defense
ldentity (ESDI)

For years, the United States has badgered
European NATO countriesto share more
of the NATO burden by increasing their
military spending and harmonizing their
weapons procurement decisions. For an
equally long period, nationalism,
economics (jobs), and deep government
involvement in defense manufacturing
stymied what few efforts were made.

But that began to change in December
1998 when Great Britain, in the French-
British“St. Malo Accord,” endeditslong-
standing opposition to the EU developing
itsown military security identity. Adding
to the momentum for such an undertaking
wasthe 78 day air war against Yugoslavia
which reveal ed a huge technol ogical gap
between the U.S. and Europeans in such
fundamental capabilities as
communications, intelligence, precision
munitions, and logistics.

Europe Acts: The U.S. Reacts

The response to these revelations was
three-fold. First, NATO’s outgoing
Secretary-General, Javier Solana, was
named the EU’snew High Representative
for Foreign and Security Policy as well
as Secretary General of the existing but
dormant European military structure, the

Western European Union (WEU).
Second, at the first combined EU foreign
and defense ministerial meeting on
November 15, 1999, the Europeans
resolved to devise a coherent, common
approach to arms procurement. Thiswas
followed on December 10 by formal
approva of anew 60,000 strong EU Rapid
Reaction Force and a governing council
modeled after NATO’s Council of
Ministers.

So how did the U.S. react? As
momentum for the new European
Defense Initiative grew during the
Autumn of 1999, the U.S. issued warnings
about the potential for the EU initiativeto
undermine NATO. The U.S. had been
happy to live with the WEU because it
wasessentially toothless. Nor wasthe U.S.
concerned about the Franco-German
Corpsor thefive-nation EuroCorps. They
were too small to adversely affect U.S.
dominance of NATO. But if the 15 nation
EU, of which 11 are also NATO nations,
succeeded in devel oping aviable common
defense policy around which to formulate
a separate security identity, this could
resultina forceworthy of the name. Here

Continued on page 2

Question:

How many peopleworldwide are either refugeesor
internally displaced persons?

see page 7
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European Security Defense Initiative, from page 1

would be a threat (as the U.S. sees it) to the continuing U.S.
position of “first among equals.”

Why ESDI Now?
Oneof thedriving forcesfor a European only common security
and defense policy is a magjor reshaping of Europe's defense
industries. German, French, and Spanish companieshavejoined
together to form European Aeronautical Defense and Space
Company (EADS) while defense giants British Aerospace and
Marconi Electronics have merged. These combinations (and
others) are a reaction in part to the merger-mania of U.S.
defense firms. But there are three other factors pushing the
Europeans down this road.
First are the inefficiencies of
European defense spending. Thenew

An EU NATO Secretary-General estimates
common that total European miIitary_ spending
. —60% of the U.S. total— yields only

defense policy 10% of the capabilities. Second,
could be a European firms are becoming
threat to the increasingly angry that the U.S.
) refuses to “buy European” when

U.S. asfirst procuring new weapons and

equipment. Third, European
governments are unhappy with U.S.
restrictions on the transfer of
technology even though the Europeans are investing money in
the development of new U.S. built weapons such as the Joint
Strike Fighter.

among equals.

Grudging Assent
It is paradoxical that the U.S. would complain about the
Europeans devel oping a security apparatus that could relieve
NATO and thusthe U.S. from having to involveitself in every
European crisisthat might arise. But the Europeans have sought
to defuse the criticism, going out of their way to reassure the
U.S. that NATO remains the most important defense arm on
the continent and that any EU forcewould complement NATO.
The U.S. view of the NATO-ESDI relationship is stronger:
in the event that a military response to events in or near the
borders of NATO nations was considered necessary by the
EU, NATO would have theright of “first refusal.” Under this
formulation, and considering the continuing reduction of military
budgetsby major European nations (thusretarding on-the-ground
changes) and the “rapid reaction” focus of the proposed force,
the U.S. hassignaled areluctant assent to the European initiative.

The “New” NATO

Washington, however, is playing its own card in these
developmentsthrough aconcerted effort tolock in new missions
under the NATO banner. Recognizing (finally) that thereisno

Membership Status:
European Union and NATO

Country

EU
Member

NATO
Member

EU
Candidate

NATO
Candidate

Austria

X

Belgium

X

Bulgaria

Canada

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

X1 X[ X| X

Hungary

Iceland

X| X| X| X| X

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

The Netherlands

Norway

Poland

Portugal

x| X| X| X

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Turkey

X

United Kingdom

X

United States

X

Source: European Union and NATO
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threat to NATO nations from other
sovereign states, the U.S. wants
European NATO nationsto assume more
of the burden inthe Balkans, which would
reduce the operations tempo of U.S.
forces. (NATO troops, including about
14,000 Americans, are patrolling in
Bosniaand Kosovo and may soon bein
Montenegro.) Countering Russian,
Chinese, Afghani, and (to alesser extent)
Iranian influence in the former Soviet
states clustered around the oil-rich
Caspian Sea dictates increased support
for NATO member Turkey (not yet an
EU member). Furthermore, at the April,
1999 NATO summit in Washington, the
Allianceformally adopted policiesto go
after terrorists, prevent the spread of
nuclear, biological, and chemical
weapons, leave the door open for further
NATO expansion, and pursue a strategy

of engagement with countries in the
Mediterranean basin.

Even asits 15 governments struggleto
launch the EU rapid reaction force,
Europeans are taking steps to rectify
critical military shortcomings. The most

The development of a
European force able to act on
its own is overdue.

recent of these was the launch of the
second joint French-Italian-Spanish optical
satellite, which the French plan to follow
with an all weather, day-night intelligence
gathering satellite in two or three years.

ESDI and NATO

Thedevel opment of astrong, independent,
combined European force able to act on

its own is overdue. Demographics —
Europeansare below the basic population
replacement rate —and economics argue
for combinations that surmount the old
roadblocks created by nationalismandthe
heavy hand of the United States. With
no real threat to its security on the
horizon, Europe hasthe opportunity tofind
its own identity in a European security
system that makes it an independent,
worthy partner with the U.S. in future
diplomatic and military endeavors.

ESDI and NATO can happily co-exigt.
NATO will remain, but with a stronger
Europe the call on North American
resources will not be as frequent or as
severe. A more equitable sharing of the
21% century defense burden strengthens
both America and Europe and is clearly
in the best interests of both.m

United States Changes Position on Child Soldiers

After six years of negotiations and
numerous attempts to sabotage the
process, the United States has finally
ceased its attempts to block a draft
protocol that raises the age for
conscription and
participation in

U. N. officials

armed conflict to

i 18.  Previous
estimate that international law
thereare had established
approximately the age for
participation,

300,000 conscription, and
children under recruitment into
18 serving as rlrglltaryforcesat
soldiers around  The united
States did not

the world.
 — want the age

raised to 18
because the Pentagon wanted to
continueits practice of recruiting 17 year
olds (who had parental consent) and their
subsequent use throughout active duty
forces.

Agreement Details
After two weeks of negotiations in
Geneva, and mounting pressure from the
international community, the Pentagon
agreed to compromise language alowing
the continued recruitment and training of
17-year olds, but requiring governmentsto
take “all feasible measures’ to prevent
sending anyone under 18 into combat.
The agreement does allow government
armies to recruit children as young as 16
with parental consent, aconcession made
to fit the demands of the United States
and the United Kingdom, countrieswhich
recruit under 18's for the armed forces.
Rebel and guerillaarmiesare banned from
recruiting or using children under the age
of 18 intheir military forces.

International Effects

The efforts in Geneva are significant for
the millions of children around the world
who arevulnerableto forced participation
inarmed conflict. United Nationsofficials
estimate that there are approximately
300,000 children under 18 serving as
soldiersaround theworld. Theagreement
isthefirst step in protecting children and

ensuring they are not subject to hazardous
or dehumanizing treatment.

The United States has not yet ratified
the protocol’s parent treaty, the UN
Convention on the Rights of the Child,
making it one of only two countries (the
other is Somalia) not to have done so.
The new protocol must also be accepted
by the United Nations General Assembly
and then ratified by the Senate before it
comes into force in the United States.
Senate ratification should be
noncontroversial, because the Pentagon
has already agreed to make necessary
changes to adhere to the Protocol. The
Pentagon saysthat the U.S. haslessthan
3,000 soldiers under 18 among its 1.2
million activeduty soldiers.

CDI’s Role

The Center for Defense Information has
been working to change U.S. policy on
therecruitment and use of children under
18inthemilitary for several years. CDI
staff have met with high-ranking
Pentagon and State Department officials

Continued on page 6
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Nuclear Power

Unlike the United States and Canada,
where no new nuclear power plants are
under construction, the rest of the world
is pressing ahead to develop nuclear
energy. Thirty-threenationsnow operate
or are constructing electric-generating
reactors, with many more to come.

This increasing reliance on nuclear
power hasmilitary implicationsthat to date
have received little attention but which
pose serious dilemmas.

These nations desperately need more
electric power to further their economic
development and satisfy their peoples
demandsfor abetter life. However, while
nuclear energy iseconomically attractive,
its power plants carry a danger that is
seldom discussed. They are vulnerable
to an enemy attack. Nuclear reactors are
latent nuclear weapons, hostages to a
potential enemy who could threaten to
devastate them. Besides dispersing
deadly radioactive material all over the
landscape, a successful attack would
severely cripple the target’s electrical
production. More nuclear power plants
would only create more hostages for a
potential enemy, dramatically raising the
stakes of war for nations with nuclear
reactors. This potential for wartime
targeting of nuclear power plants ought
to spur a new sense of urgency in the
search for better tools for conflict
resol ution everywherethat nuclear power
plants operate.

The Rush to Build Reactors
Accordingto London’sUranium Ingtitute,
of the 428 reactors that are now on-line
worldwide, 96 are in Asia. More
sgnificantly, 20 of the 30 plantsnow under
construction are in Asia — an area with
major security problems and expanding
military capabilities.

China operates three plants, with four
more under construction and eight more
approved. The International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) reports that
China slong-term goal isto have over 100
reactorson-line. Anincreasingly assertive
Tailwan has six nuclear plants, which

provide 35 percent of itselectrical needs.
Japan gets 36 percent of its electricity
from 52 plants, with plansto increase that
percentage to 40. Although most of
Russia’'s 29 reactors are in Europe, a
handful are east of the Urals.
OntheKorean peninsula, South Korea
has 14 plants generating 42 percent of its
power, with six more under construction.
North Koreais slated to have two light-
water reactors under the 1994 “Agreed
Framework” with South Korea, Japan,
and the United States. Under that

Think of nuclear power
plants as fixed nuclear
weapon sites that an enemy
can attack with conventional
weapons in order to disperse
deadly radioactive material.

agreement North Koreaagreed to curtail
its drive to build reactors that would
produce weapons-grade plutonium.

India maintains 10 plants and is
planning six more. Rival Pakistan has
only one, with another being built. Russa
hasacontract to build three nuclear plants
in Iran; one is currently under
construction (see Table 1 for aworldwide
compilation).

These nuclear power statesall realize
that economic progress depends on
expanding electrical capacity. Coal, gas,
and oil are finite resources and they
pollute. The price of oil can fluctuate
wildly, rising as much as 10 percent in a
matter of days. Dependence on fossil
fuelscan impose high unanticipated costs.
Nuclear fuel, on the other hand, is
abundant because of the dismantling of
so many nuclear weapons after the Cold
War. According to Charles B. Yulish,
vice president of the United States
Enrichment Corporation (a former
government, now privatized, agency that
buys and sells nuclear fuel worldwide),

Plants — Double-Edged Swords

“Thereisno shortage of nuclear material,
nor do we anticipate onein thefuture. In
fact, it is getting considerably less
expensive.” Nuclear power technology,
advanced by thelessons of Chernobyl and
Three Mile Idland, is also more reliable.
“It's no mystery why nuclear power has
such appeal,” says Alan Waltar, head of
the nuclear energy department at Texas
A&M University in College Station, noting
that the quality of lifein Asiais at stake.

Environmentalists decry such heavy
reliance on nuclear energy because of its
hazards (for example, the recent nuclear
accident at Tokaimura, Japan) and the
problem of nuclear waste disposal. But
nuclear power nations, focused on the
production of abundant energy, are
proceeding with their own production
plans. Just as they downplay disposal
dangers, they also choose to ignore the
potential threat to their national security.

The Security Dilemma

Think of nuclear power plants as fixed
nuclear weapon sites that an enemy can
attack with conventional weaponsin order
to disperse deadly radioactive material.
Any country having nuclear power plants
would certainly have to think carefully
about attacking a nation that possesses
missilesor bombers capable of destroying
itsnuclear power plants. (Incidently, this
is probably the reason Israel has not
pursued generating electricity from
nuclear energy, despite lacking internal
sources of coal or oil.) Itisapowerful
capability for a nation with no nuclear
weaponsto be ableto destroy the nuclear
power plants of an enemy.

Consider the cost of having one's
reactors obliterated.

First, there is the loss of electricity,
which means the loss of electrically-
powered trains, water distribution
systems, communications, factories,
hospitals, homes, computers, radars, and
street lighting. Such losses would
devastate any economy, hamper its
military, and dishearten its civilians.
Electrical power stationsand gridsin Irag
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were primetargetsfor Coalitionforcesin
Desert Storm, for NATO forces against
Yugoslavia, for Serb troops punishing
Kosovars, and for Russian effortsto crush
Chechnya.

Second, unlike coal- or oil-fired plants,
nuclear power stations are impossible to
repair. In fact, they must be sealed at
enormous expensein time, material, and
labor. Putting the sarcophagus around the
reactor at Chernobyl, for example, took
two years, more than 5,000 tons of
material, and a work force of over
600,000. The destruction of the nuclear
coreat ThreeMileldand Unit 2, although
little radiation leaked, cost $1 hillion to
clean up.

Third, hugeareas of contaminated land
become unsuitable for crops, factories,
and habitation. The Chernobyl reactor
explosion contaminated 130,000 sgquare
kilometersin Ukraine, Belarus, and Russia
where4.9 million peoplelived. Morethan
300,000 people had to be permanently
relocated at great expense.

Fourth, the psychological effects on
peoplein the contaminated areawould be
profound. Positive attitudes toward war
would quickly vanish, as happened at
Hiroshimaand Nagasaki. A radioactive
Mother Earth would create universal fear
and psychological depression among the
people near a destroyed nuclear plant, a
phenomenon witnessed around Chernobyl
and Three Mile ldland.

These costs would give pause to
potential aggressors with nuclear power
plants. An enemy in afull-throated war
would possess a retaliatory capability
because nuclear power plants cannot be
given guaranteed protection. A cruise
missile or bomber (including a suicide
bomber pilot) with a 1,000 pound explosive
weapon could inflict damage that would
disperse tons of radioactive material.
“Destruction of the main feed pump or
steam lines,” says A. David Rossin, a
nuclear expert at Stanford’'s Center for
International Security and Cooperation,
“could create problems of decay heat and
produce the release of fission products.”
Perhaps the most vulnerable nuclear
material isin the spent fuel storage pool,

Worldwide Reactor

Status and Country
Electrical Nuclear Share

Country Number [Number |Nuclear
Operat- [Being Share
ing Built (%)

Argentina |2 1 10.04

Armenia 1 - 1.42

Belgium 7 -- 55.16

Brazil 1 1 1.08

Bulgaria 6 -- 41.50

Canada 14 - 12.44

China 3 4 1.16

Czech Rep. |4 20.50

Finland 4 - 27.44

France 58 1 75.77

Germany (19 - 28.29

Hungary 4 - 35.62

India 10 6 2.51

Iran - 1 0.00

Japan 52 1 35.86

S. Korea 14 6 41.39

Lithuania |2 - 77.21

Mexico 2 - 541

Netherlands |1 -- 4.13

Pakistan 1 1 0.65

Romania |1 -- 10.35

Russia 29 3 13.08

Slovakia 5 1 11.39

Slovenia |1 -- 38.33

S. Africa 2 -- 7.25

Spain 9 - 31.66

Sweden 12 - 45.75

Switzerland |5 - 41.07

Taiwan 6 -- 24.77

UK 35 -- 27.09

Ukraine 14 2 45.42

USA 104 -- 18.69

Total 428 30 --

Source: CORE issues: The Journa of the
Uranium Indtitute, Jun-Aug '99, No. 2

according to Rossin, where unloaded core
material does not have the same degree
of protection as does the reactor core.

No matter how such a catastrophic
exchange might begin — through launch
onwarning, falsewarning, or other tension
producing event — in a war between
nations with nuclear power plants, even
if neither has nuclear weapons, one or
both nations may take desperate
measures to ensure survival. One can
only imaginewhat would have happened
had either Iran or Irag had nuclear power
plants during their 1980-88 war.

Security Policy Implications

Nations with nuclear plants will hesitate
to attack any nation that has the
conventional capability of destroying an
attacking nation’s nuclear plants. It is
noteworthy that no state with nuclear
power plants has ever attacked another
state that had the capability to retaliate.
The greater the risks of a retaliatory
attack, the greater the deterrence.
Assuming the rationality of government
leaders, thisisvery, very good news.

But today there are terrorists whose
calculus may be different.

The terrorist threat is undoubtedly
exaggerated. And terrorist groupswould
have to be suicidal to deliberately unite
most of the entire world in seeking their
annihilation. Still, hatred makes extreme
actionspossible. In spite of extraordinary
precautions all states now take to guard
their nuclear plants, a suicide airplane
packed with high explosives could
penetrate missile or fighter protection.
Computer controls could be hacked,
shutting down coolant pumpsand warning
devices, in perhaps the most frightening
scenario for cyber war. And the United
States has 104 reactors on line.

Theparadox of all thingsnuclear isthat
they constitute a pair of double-edged
swords. First, nuclear power plants can
produce abundant energy but at the risk
of costly accidents and the problem of
waste disposal. Second, nuclear power
plants can impose caution upon potential

Continued on page 7
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THE COST OF NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE, from page 1

The “Rogues”

The August 1998 launch of amulti-stage
rocket over Japan by North Korea
became the pretext for the pro-NMD
faction to launch their campaign. Even
though the North Korean missile lacked
the range to reach the United States,
NMD supporters used this event to hype
what isstill anon-existent threat from any
one of anumber of “rogue states,” chiefly
Iranand Irag, in addition to North Korea.
What thisscareblitz rarely noted wasthe
fact that between 1983 and 1998 the U.S.
had spent over $39 hillion on various
iterations of a NMD system and had
nothing to show for it. The technology
simply didn't exist.

It still doesn’t. In only one test has a
defending missile intercepted a test
intercontinental ballistic missile. A second
attempt on January 18, 2000 failed. With
at most one similar test scheduledin April
or May, and the full results of this test
unlikely to be available by June, the
Administration is still planning a June
decision on whether to proceed with
deploying asystem.

Which NMD

Thequestionis, which system?Originaly,
NMD wasto have 20 interceptors at one
site, either in North Dakota or in Alaska
(which would require modification of the
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty). In late
summer and early autumn, State
Department and Pentagon officials

seemed to focus on Alaska and to begin
talking about an “ expanded architecture”
of 100 interceptors. By December, the
number being discussed in some quarters
was 225 interceptorsat two sitesto protect
all 50 states.

Of course, as the numbers of
interceptors rose, as the planning shifted
from one to two sites, and as other, new
reguirements (e.g., upgrading radars and
long-distance communications, a second
test facility inthe Pacific, and more spare
parts) were enumerated, costs began to
soar. Someone also discovered that it
would take even more money to maintain
an expanded NMD deployment.

Soaring Dollars

The numbers tell the tale. Between
Fiscal Years(FY) 1993-1998 the Clinton
Administration spent $8.12 billion on
NMD. The FY 2000 budget, proposed in
February, 1999, programmed $10.65 billion
for NMD development and deployment
between FY 1999 and 2005 —and thiswas
for a 20 interceptor force. The Pentagon
estimated it would cost another $2 billion
to go to the 100 missile force. The other
new requirements were estimated to cost
$2 billion more, and the price tag for
operating the system for 20 years was an
additional $10 billion.

The total? In FY1999 dollars,
development costs since 1993 plus the
estimated future development costs, the
deployment price tag, and the estimated

United States Changes Position on Child Soldiers, from page 3

NMD Actual/Estimated Costs
Since 1993

Years NMD Cost ($Billions)

1993-1998 8.12

1999 1.24
2000 1.29
2001 1.72
2002 1.89
2003 1.71
2004 1.70
2005 1.10

Beyond 2005 | 14.00

Total 32.77

Source: The United States
Government.

20 year sustainment costs for the 100
interceptor system equals$32.8 billion (as
detailed in the chart above).

Onemore prediction: if the system can
ever be made technologically reliable
enough to warrant deployment and the
diplomaticimpassewith the Russiansover
the ABM Treaty is resolved, this latest
incarnation of NMD of whatever size —
20, 100, 225, or more — will cost U.S.
taxpayers much morethan $32.8 billion. m

in attempts to reach consensus on this
issue. CDI has also worked with policy
makers on Capitol Hill to develop
legidation that would condemn the use of
child soldiers, encourage the United States
to support international effortsprohibiting
the use of child soldiers, and provide
funding for rehabilitation and reintegration
of former child soldiers.

CDI is aso a founding and Steering
Committee member of the U.S. Campaign

to STOP the Use of Child Soldiers. The
campaign, now with over 50 members, has
three goals. The first is to gain U.S.
support for aninternational ban onmilitary
service by children under 18 — part of
which hasbeen accomplished by thisdraft
agreement. Second, the Campaign
encouragesthe prohibition of recruitment
of children under 18 for thearmed forces.
Third, the Campaign is working to

eliminateU.S. military aid (armssalesand
training) to countries or groups that
facilitates the use of child soldiers.

Whilenot incorporating all the changes
CDI andits campaign partners advocated,
the recent compromise reflects most of
the changes CDI encouraged at these
meetings. Our successdemonstratesthat
people working together can make a
difference. ®
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When a Miss is a Hit;
NMD Isn’t Horseshoes

If you' ve ever played horseshoes,
you know that the old saying that
missing by “aninchisasgood asa
mile” doesn't apply. Even if the
thrower doesn’t ring the polewith
the horseshoe, points are awarded
for coming close (either touching
the stake or within six inches).

Apparently the Pentagon thinks
the samething appliesto National
Missile Defense (NMD). As
noted in the article “Up, Up and
Away” in this issue, the January
18 attempt to hit a target
representing an incoming Inter-
Continental Ballistic Missilefailed.
Preliminary analysis pointsto the
failure of the twoinfrared seekers
on the interceptor in the six
seconds before the two missiles
should have collided.

Nonetheless, the Pentagon is
declaring the test a success
because it met “secondary
objectives” collecting
information about how the various
components such as optical
sensors, ground based radars, and
satellite detection systemsworked.
The trade publication Aerospace
Daily reportsthat a* senior military
official” told them that “a miss
doesn't necessarily mean afailure;
a hit doesn’t necessarily mean
success.”

If the whole purpose of
developing and deploying NMD is
to shoot down even one or two
ICBMs, will the Pentagon be as
willing to tell Americans on the
receiving end of a missed ICBM
that the misswasn’t a failure?

That assumes, of course, that
the Pentagon itself wasn't the
target of the ICBM that was
missed. W

Page 7

When Thinking Big Means Small

Most of the recent news about missiles
has focused on the U.S. national missile
defense shield. But there are still
thousands of nuclear tipped offensive
missiles in the armories of the U.S. and
Russia, many more than enough to
obliterate life on earth.

Arms control pacts which will freeze
and then reduce the number of offensive
nuclear weapons have been concluded
between the superpowers. START |
(1991) decreed a ceiling of 6,000
warheadseach. START Il —still unratified
by the Russian Duma — cut the number
of deployed warheads by approximately
half, to between 3,000 and 3,500.

Inpreliminary discussionswith Russia
on apossible START I1l agreement, the
U.S. proposed a target of no more than
2,000-2,500 warheads for each side.
Russia has now countered with a larger
reduction, to 1,500 each, still far morethan
enough to destroy life on the planet. The
U.S.isresisting, ostensibly because going
to 1,500 now would jeopardize nuclear
deterrence.

The real reason may lie elsewhere.
Many NATO countries — the |atest being
Canada — have warned the U.S. that
unilateral pursuit of a national missile
defense risks fracturing allied solidarity,
particularly if Washington abrogates the

1972 ABM Treaty with Moscow. The
U.S. is pressuring Russia to accept
modifications to the Treaty. Holding out
against Moscow’s call for deeper cutsin
offensive weapons may be an effort to
induce Moscow to accept the proposed
U.S. changes to the ABM pact.

Washington, quite awarethat Russia’s
economic collapse has weakened all
elements of the Russian military, knows
that the Kremlin doesn’t have the
resources to maintain 2,000 offensive
nuclear weapons and soon may not
possesseven 1,500 reliablewarheads. So
a little, very public diplomatic hardball
seems to be the game.

Asidefromthe symmetry of continuing
to cut nuclear arsenals by 50 percent,
steeper cuts in the number of deployed
warheads reduces the chances for
unauthorized or purely accidental
launches. Nuclear stability between
Russia and the U.S. doesn’t rest on the
number of weapons each side has but on
verifiable agreementsthat establish rough
parity. And at 1,500 each, the U.S. and
Russia have more than enough power to
deter each other as well as the other
members of the nuclear weapons club.

Russia soffer isabargainfor America.
It's an opportunity to think big by going
small. |

Nuclear Power Plants - Double-Edged Swords, from page 5

aggressor states but also risk horrendous
nuclear devastation if war occurs.
Keeping these double-edged swords
sheathed is the task of preventive
diplomacy. Diplomacy created
international organizations, such as the
IAEA, which provide nuclear safety
technology and monitor nuclear
development. Most importantly,
diplomacy isthe only way to manage and

moderate disputes. But failing that,
diplomacy becomes essential in creating
a coalition powerful enough to give a
potential aggressor second thoughts.
Even if nuclear disarmament occurs, as
pledged by those states that signed the
1995 renewal of the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, the nuclear danger
will not go away. |

Answer:
50 million, according to estimates by the U.N.
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