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In the last decade transatlantic relations have proved to be very stable. NATO has survived
the new tasks it has faced. Its troops together with Russian force condtitute an important pres-
ence in the Bakans. The EU has expanded its mandate and its membership. It is negotiating
with 12 more gpplicant states. The transatlantic dialogue works. European- American rela-
tions are embedded in anetwork of biennid summits and frequent ministeria megtingsin
which many problems can be discussed. Additiondly the EU is building its own security rela
tionship with Russa. The United States and Europe are converging culturaly and economi-
cdly.

Despite al these efforts there is aso growing criticism from Europe concerning US domestic
issues such as the death pendty or the gun culture. Europeans aso make the charge that the
USislosng interest in internationa norms and treeties. Examples are the globa warming
treaties, the global land-mine ban or the International Crimina Court (ICC) ." There are di-
verging opinions on the issues of missile defense, the questions how to treat “ states of con-
cern” and the development of the Common European Security and Defense [dentity. In par-
ticular, there is much concern that the United States is following an new course of selfish uni-
lateralism and becoming increasingly an hegemonic power.

In thefield of security policy the gap between the Unites States and Europe looks greater than
it wasl0 years ago. One hasto ask: Is there redly a gap between perception and redity or is
this the beginning of adtrategic divide?

At first one has to consider that both continents have different priorities: the USis concentrat-
ing itsdlf onitsrole asagloba superpower emphasizing military restructuring, missile de-

fense and the “Revolution in military affairs’ , whereas the Europeans are only just sarting to
creete their own defense identity without directing many resources to this endeavor. European
and Americans define burden sharing and cooperation differently. While the Americans em-
phasize the geopoalitica and the military dimensionsin particular in a search for new adversar-
ies, the Europeans concentrate on economics and the integration of their continent.
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Let me at first say some words about the planned European reaction forces, and then | shall
switch to the Bush Adminigiration, missle defense and the progpects for arms control .

1. The EU and itsrapid reaction forces

The priorities of the EU are these days shifting towards creeting its own European rapid reac-
tion force to ded with regiond conflicts and humanitarian crises. One reason forn thisis
without doubt Europe’s experience in the Balkan crises over the last decade. The EU, an en+
tity with atota population of 376 million peoplez, some two million soldiers and a collective
annua military budget of $148 million, was not able to settle the conflict by itsdf, but instead
had to rely on the military and diplometic leadership of the US. The Europeans were dso frus-
trated by the widening military technologica gap between the US and Europe, especidly in
the fields of air power, communication, reconnaissance and equipment tranqaortation.3 The
"Defense Capability initiative" was created to close this gap between the US and the Euro-
pean NATO forces. Reception of thisinitiative in the USA was lukewarm athough officidly
the key officials supported it.” It is feared that the Europeans may duplicate NATO activities
or may become a competitor or an aternative to NATO. Nevertheless one should not overes-
timated this undertaking. If Europe wants to become an independent politicd entity it must
have the capacity to contral its own territory and patrol its own backyard in the longer run.

2. The Bush-Adminigtration

After the firg three monthsin office, it is not yet clear in which direction the Bush administra-
tion will move. Mogt of the security issues such as nuclear reductions, military spending,
force transformations and missile defense remain speculations. An open questions is. “Will
the Bush Adminidration decide on a unilaterd or amultilaterd approach?’ The New Y ork
Daily News reported an unnamed Bush foreign policy adviser as having said: " The Clinton
people got intoxicated with the idea of cooperation. Those days are over. It'stime for usto
cooperate when we can but to put our strategic interests first. No more romance'.”

There are many indications that the Bush people favor the unilateral approach. The follow-
ing events and rhetoric are worrisome:

?? The adminigration seems willing to overturn environmenta regulations and the Kyoto
protocol

?? The president declared that Russia is no longer an enemy but that it “may be athreat".’
Defense Secretary Rumsfeld chalenged Russians arms exports to Iran and infuriated
the Russian gpvernment by saying: "Russais an active proliferator; they are part of
the problem™ without giving detailed evidence.

?? The key Bush officids consder China as anew threet to American policy in Asa
Secretary of State Colin Powell said at his confirmation hearing: "Chinais a competi-
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tor and a potentia regiond rival"®, thus reecting China's characterization of the Clin-
ton administretion as a " srategic partner”.

?? Nuclear force postureand Nuclear Deterrence By reeva uaing the US nuclear
force posture, President Bush seemsto favor further cutsin nuclear arsends. In his
May 1 speech the President said that the US *“can and will change the size, and the
character of our nuclear forcesin away that reflects the redlity that the Cold War is
over”. Unilaera force reductions are possible but this will mean overcoming en
trenched mindsets within bureaucracies. Reducing the stockpile to only 2,500 war-
heads does not cdl for sgnificant reductionsin the number of ddivery systems. One
congderation is aso to develop new low-yield nuclear weapons for use againgt hard
and deeply buried targets such as command bunkers and WMD facilities. Developing
such mini-nukes could ruin efforts to stop the spread of WMD by diplomatic means
and would undermine the pledge of the Non-proliferation treety, whereby the five de-
clared NWS promised not to attack norn-nuclear states with nuclear weapons.

?? The weaponization of space During his confirmation hearing Rumsfdd aso argued
that the US needs more space capabilities. “We must develop the capabilities to de-
fend againgt missiles, terrorism and newer threats againgt our space assets and infor-
mation sysems.” A Commission under his charmanship believesthat the vast array
of space assets - communication, navigetion, inteligence - is more and more vulner-
able to "state and non-state actors hostile to the United States and itsinterests. Al-
though the United Statesis without aredl rival among space-faring nations, it warns of
a"Pearl Harbour in Space". The direction of the Commission’s recommendations are
clear. The U.S. military must invest more to establish a gpace force and must be will-
ing to wegponize space to protect the U.S. economy aswell the economy of itsalies
and friends. The presdent should "have the option to deploy wegpons in space to deter
threats to, and if necessary, defend againgt attackson U.S. interests® The report aso
examines the barriers which could come from international arms restriction regimes:™®

3. Missile Defense

The president and the three top security advisers, Rumsfeld, Powell and Rice agree in moving
expeditioudy toward deploying aNMD system. Rumsfeld argued for expanding the more
limited Clinton NMD approach to a"phased and layered deployment scheme that could be
based on land, sea or space-borne systems.” Such an expanded "missle defense’ (MD) sys-
tem will certainly lead to more delays in deployment. The first step toward a NMD-System,
the congtruction of aradar Ste on Shemyaidand in Alaska was postponed until next year.
Rumsfeld and Powell agreed that the 1972 ABM treaty should be dtered or canceled, but it is
no longer rlevant” (Powell) or "ancient higory" (Rumsfeld).

The ABM Treaty permits deployment of up to 100 interceptors, but it unequivocaly imposes
the obligation “not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory of its country and not
to provide a base for such adefense.”. The treaty aso prohibits space-based or mobile sys-
tems which have the capability to intercept “ strategic missiles’. Indeed, nuclear disarmament
as undertaken in the START framework is inconceivable without ABM redtrictions. Strategic
wegpons could only be reduced when dl partiesinvolved are certain that even asmal num-
ber of nuclear warheads would suffice to effectively counteract a massive attack. As soon as

8  January 17, 2000, quoted from Isaacs 2001, p. 31.
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one party protectsitsef againgt the retdiatory strike by means of a missile defense system,
this stability is threstened. Fundamenta nuclear arms control would be seriousy complicated
and might even break down.

Currently, US missile defense research aso concentrates on Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
intended to safeguard againgt tactical missiles. Some of these systems, however, are designed
with capabilities which might in theory give them significant strategic capablities™

On September 1, 2000, President Clinton announced that he would leave the decision to de-
ploy the planned Nationd Missle Defense Systemn (NMD) to his successor. He dso said that
“The technology of the system is promising, the system as awhole is not yet proven”.” He
also made clear that the technology was not yet reedy, that a deployment would undermine
U.S. security and that the U.S. is pursuing diplomatic efforts to reduce the threets from the so-
caled “state of concerns”. ™

TheThreat
It is open doubt that erecting amissile shield can be judtified by the so called emerging mis-
sile states such as North Koreaand Iran.™

If oneis to summarize the missile threet globally, one can sate that:

?? Roughly 25 countries have developed and purchased baligtic missiles, most of which are
US allies. Only five are consdered potentid threatsto US interests: Iran, Irag, Libya,
North Korea and Syria.

?? Thesefive deveoping countries have not the resources and the know-how to build long-
range bdlistic missiles (5.000 — 10-000 km) in ashort time. If they would decide to build
ICBMs, there would be enough warning time of any threatening missile development

?? Additiondly, there would be enough time to use other effortsto avoid such amove: ac-
tive diplomacy, inspections, sanctions and dso as alast resort, "military means’.

?? bdligic missles are the least likely method to attack the US or their troops abroad. Other
means such asterrorigt attacks with WMD delivered by cruise missiles, ship-based mis-
dles, truck bombs are more likely and are not covered by NMD

In the view of most European countries, the threet of balistic misslesis not increasing Sg-
nificantly. This Stuation might change, but so far there are no indications of this. The threst
by ‘rogue sates' cannot be completely diminated by implementation of a missile defense..

Thereisalso much doubt about the Readiness of the Technology
A crucid question is dso how effective afuture NMD system would be. Intercepting high-
gpeed warheads which travel at a speed of 5.000 m per second or morewith amissileisan

1 Seer Tom Bielefeld/Gotz Neuneck: US-Raketenabwehr: Zuriick zum globalen Raketenschild? In Wissen-

schaft und Frieden, 1/ 2001, S. 7-11.
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13 Theterminology changed from ,rogue states* to , states of concern”. The criterion for a, rogue state” status
shifted in the last years from internal to external behavior. The key criteria for the US usage of a ,rogue
state" are now related to traditional national security concerns: the pursuit of WMD programms, the use of
terrorism as an instrument of state policy, and the perceived threat to Western interests in key regions* See.
Robert S. Litwak: Rogue States and U.S. Foreign Policy - Containment after the Cold War, Washington

D.C.2000¢, p. 7

14 See for details: Gotz Neuneck :Ballistic Missile Defense — a Farewell to Arms Control? Contribution to the
Conference “RETHINKING Nuclear Disarmament” organized by the Heinrich-Boll-Foundation, Septem:

5 ber 24-26, 2000
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enormous technica chdlenge. So far, the recent test program experienced a number of ddlays
and failures. Experts doubt that the NMD system can work at dl. Technical andysis shows
that the current technology cannot distinguish between enemy warheads and decoys.'® The
key factor in determining the effectiveness of NMD will be the ability to overcome efforts to
counter the system. The current system will be ineffective againgt the threat because of feas-
ble countermeasures to the “ hit-to-kill” interceptors. - Countermeasures are designed to
overwhelm or deceive a defense system and have been afundamenta problem for any ballis-
tic missle defense from the beginning of the missile age. These countermeasures require tech
nology much less sophisticated than is needed to build along-range missilein the first place.

Over the past decade, the United States has spent more than US$ 100 hillion in its attempt to
create an effective protection shield againgt incoming baligtic missiles. Snce 1983, 17 tests
have been conducted, of which only three were reported to be successful. ' And even after this
latest test there is good reason for considerable doubt as to whether the result is worth the ef-
fort: technologicaly, it is not feasible to achieve 100% protection againgt the nuclear threst,
which is not necessarily abdligtic missile threet.

NMD and theimplications for European s;ecurity19
If the US proceeds in developing its various NMD and TMD systems, thiswill have four di-

mensonswith different implications for Europe: 20

Firgt istheglobal dimension. START Il implementation is currently blocked by the

Russian Duma s ingstence that its implementation must be coupled with a preservation of the
ABM Treaty. Future progress in the Fissle Materid Cutoff Treaty (FMCT) is dependent on
Chinese cooperation, which in turn is blocked by the refusa of the United States, unilaterdly,
to agree to start negotiations on outer space. Abrogation of the ABM Treaty and NMD
deployment could lead to a new arms race between the US, Russia and China, which could
aso affect India and Pakistan.

Second isthe transatlantic dimension, where a breakdown of the ABM Treaty could

have serious repercussions for the NATO aliance. Asnoted by the annud 11SS Strategic
Survey, dlied disagreements over the ABM Tregty are part of awider phenomenon in which
“the bridge of communication [between the EU and the US| seems to have broken down and,
unless some way is found to recongtruct it, the loss of trust could have a profound impact on
the aliance' s coheson.”

Third istheintra-Eur opean dimension and the ramifications of US unilaterdismin

withdrawing from the ABM Treety and deploying NMD for both the nuclear arsend's of
France and Britain and independent European defense efforts. An unraveling of nuclear
weapons arms control could pressure Paris and London to increase their nuclear arsendls,
while additiona expenditures on missle defense could undermine efforts to develop a robust
and autonomous European security policy.

Findly, thereistheregional dimension of missle threasts emanating from such counr

triesas|ran, Irag, Libyaor Syria While most Europeans do not yet see specific ballistic mis-
slethresats from these countries, it is aso true that serious analyss on future threats and ade-
quate responsesis only just beginning in Europe. The Europeans need to develop joint pos-
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tions on future missle threats, taking into account specific European factors [different notions
of vulnerability from the US, congtrained defense budgets, fewer globa military commit-
mentg] that can produce positive policies for dedling with proliferating missiles and WMDs.
So far, acommon threat analyss does not exist. To understand this, one should aso stress
some European characteristics which could explain some differences between the US and the
European position. Firstly, vulnerability isanorma condition for Europe, asit hasbeen a
continuos redity over the last fifty years. Epecidly during the Cold War, Germany was a
designated nuclear battlefied. Secondly, the Europeans have shrinking defense budgets and
have not yet found their proposed “ European Security and Defense Identity” (ESDI). Thirdly,
they have fewer military responsibility and commitments around the world than the Ameri-
cans. These pointstogether create a different conception of interests in respect to the assess-
ment of future threats. Additionaly, one should have bear in mind that the geography, the
dense traffic and multi-ethnic population in Europe could create many threat scenarios with
WMDs.

It isreadily acknowledged by most Europeans that they have limited leverage when it
comesto influencing aUS NMD decison. Apart from giving consent to the upgrading of US
early warning radarsin the UK and Greenland, the main point of leverage will be in pushing
for the preservation of the ABM Treaty and the continued involvement of Russiain the globd
disarmament process.

If there were be an officid European position one could resume it as follows: The Europeans
would welcome an agreement on the subject between Russia and the US. Russia should be
included in any future agreement and future steps should be accompanied by further arms
control and disarmament steps. The greatest fear is that Russia could withdraw in its own
military fortress by leaving arms control tregties such as the CFE- or the INF-Treaty.”

In sum, among various concrete steps that could be taken are the following: (1) the sharing of
information on missle-related activities and capabilities; (2) the creetion of a“globd early
warning sysem” to monitor and share information on civilian and military missle launches;

(3) making available satdllite-launch capabilities; (4) increased financia cortributions to the
control and dedtruction of Russan fissile materid; (5) investing more in preventive diplo-
macy in troubled regions where the balistic missle threet is the grestest, such asthe Middle
East; and (6) working to establish anew baligtic missle arms control regime.

4. Arms Control and Cooperation

The Republican Platform followed atypica anti-arms control course by stating that the CTBT
“is another anachronism of obsolete strategic thinking. Thistreaty is not verifiable, not en
forceable, and would not enable the United States to ensure the rdliability of the U.S. nuclear
deterrent.” *Many appointees and top officials in the Bush- Administration have been oppos-
ing arms corttrol for decades.”

Nuclear disarmament positive and negative developments:

A decade after the end of the Cold War the danger of amassive use of nuclear wegpons by the
United States and Russia againgt one other has now gresatly diminished. Compared with the
stockpiles of the Soviet Union in 1982 (45,000 nuclear weapons) and the United States
(33.000 nuclear wegponsin 1967) some progress has been made in reaching the present level
of holdings. Each side sill deploys some 6,000 strategic nuclear warheads, each of which is

2L The problem with ten thousands of tactical nuclear weapons in Russia is still unsolved and too much nu-

clear weapons are still deployed on the European continent.

22 Republican Platform 2000: Renewing America’s Purpose. Together", 2000

2 Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, who testified against the Comprehensive treaty (CTBT) in 1999,
repeated his concerns about the safety and verification of the U.S. nuclear stockpile. Secretary of State
Colin Powell labeled the treaty as "flawed".



roughly ten times more destructive than the bonb that destroyed Hiroshimain 1945. Twenty
of these warheads targeted on citieswould kill 25 million Americans or Russians. **Addition-
aly, the US retains nuclear components to deploy another 5,000 warheads. These enormous
destruction capabilitiesincrease the risk of unauthorized or erroneous use or theft of nuclear
wespons and the fear of arapid breskout from treaty restrictions.

But the remaining dangers are “many and diverse’.” The dangers of aregiona nuclear war
has increased especiadly in South Asawhere aregiona nuclear and missile arms race contin-
ues. Due to the fragmented Russan Early Warning System, the high dert status of both nu-
clear forces and the risk of miscdculations, the danger of an unauthorized, erroneous or acci-
dentid use of nuclear weapons has risen. It is believed that the dangers of proliferation are
increasing due to the proliferation of relevant material and knowledge. The economic Situe-
tion in Russia aso raised the specter that nuclear warheads or materia might be stolen.

Neverthdessin the last ten years there have a so been positive devel opmentsin thefidd of
nuclear arms control:*> START | has now been implemented, Russian and American deployed
strategic warheads have been reduced from 11.000- 13.0000 on each side to 7.000-8.000 each.
Deployed nonstrategic warheads were withdrawn in 1992, the Lisbon Protocol brought all

four nuclear-armed USSR successor states Russia, Bearus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine under the
roof of START |. The last three countries joined the NPT as non-nucear-weapon states. From
1992 onwards Russia and the United continued their voluntary dismantlement of warheads
withdrawn from deployment, at arate of 1500-2000 warheads per year on each side. In 1992,
the Cooperative Threat-Reduction Program initiated unprecedented cooperation between US
and RUS dismantling delivery systems and protection of nuclear materias.

Thisligt of pogtive newsis overshadowed by negative developments On the political sde
NATO expansion and the use of NATO air-drikesin the Balkans deepened the adversia
stance toward Russia. Russia has renounced its long-standing No-First-Use Pledge. Relying
morein its new defense doctrine on nuclear forcesisjudtified by its wesk conventiond forces,
asandard NATO argument during the Cold War. The US Joint Chiefs of Staff refused to en+
dorse START |11 levels below 2000-25000 deployed strategic warheads, despite the desire of
Russan military and politica leadership to go to 1000-1500. The Nuclear Posture Review” of
the Clinton Administration in 1993/1994 only managed minor adjustments of the US nuclear
arsends and falled to address the question of the revocation of the first use of nuclear wegp-
ons, which was later suggested by Germany and Canadawithin NATO.”” India and Pekistan
tested nuclear wegponsin 1998, raising the danger of aregiona nuclear war and fueing
hawks™ argument that nonproliferation policies have failed. Alleged nuclear programsin

North Korea or Iran were accompanied by missile tests.

Inthefidd of arms control and international security much momentum was logt by the lack-
ing will to reduce the nuclear stockpile further. The five nuclear wegpon states failed to com-

mit to any timetable for the elimination of nuclear wegpons at the 1995 and 2000 NPT review
conferences. The Clinton adminigtration lost a Senate vote on the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT) and the US Senate failsto ratify it in October 1999. Some commentators say
that the US Congress completely logt interest further in improving and developing exising

24 The bombs which destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki had a yield of 15.000 to 20.000 ton TNT equivalent.
See: Richard Garwin: Perspecties of Nuclear Disarmament, Talk presented at the Spring meeting of the
Deutsche Physikalische Gesell schaft, March 23, 2000 in Dresden

% Seer John P. Holdren: The Impasse in Nuclear Disarmament, in: Pugwash Newsletter Vol. 37 (2) December

”% IZS%O p.72-76. (see also www.pugwash.org)

id.

27 Committee on International Security and Arms Control: The Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy, Na-

tional Academy of Sciences, Washington D.C. 1997.



and future arms control agreements further. The Entry into Force of START Il remansin
doubt even after the ratification of START 11 in April 2000 by the Russian Duma, because the
implementation is coupled with the preservetion of the ABM-tregty, which is not acceptable
to the US-Senate.

Concerning their capabilities, further “sins of ommission” can be stated:”

?? USA and Russafailed to remove dl their strategic nuclear forces from short-reaction-
timedert

?? Reserve drategic warheads, dl tactical warheads and stocks of bomb-usable materias
remain outsde forma controls and would remain o even with START 11 forces

?? Both the US and Russiaare retaining enough plutonium and highly enriched uranium
(HEU) in military reserve to permit argpid return to Cold War levels of nuclear ar-
mament

At least 100 tons of military plutonium and 1000 tons of highly enriched uranium (HEU) are
aurplus to the Russian and American weapon programs. In this Stuation the US moves toward
aunilaterd renunciation of the 1972 Anti-Balligic Missle Treaty imperiling the foundation

of nuclear arms control to pursue an unworkable defense,

In the last decade, which is often labeled as a“disarmament period” due to the overloaded
stockpiles of weagpons of mass destruction, both nuclear superpowers, the US and Russia,
failed to proceed with more drastic nuclear arms reduction, greater trangparency in the nuclear
sector and a far-reaching dismantlement process. To put it bluntly: “They [the superpowers,
GN] falled, in short, to seize the opportunity to devaue the currency of nuclear weaponsin
international relations. They had the chance to devalue that currency, but didn't do it.”*°

Thisligt outlines the chalenge ahead, which can only be met through arms control and disar-
mament steps. Non Proliferation and arms control should be the first priority by reducing the
threat not unworkable defenses.

AsWilliam Wallace in arecent issue of Foreign Affairs explained: Unilateral approaches
cary codts "Evenif they are successfully imposed on foreign states, they build up resstance
to cooperation in other areas where U.S. interests are at stake”. %

The multilatera gpproach, on the other hand, “requires negotiations and compromise with
partners who respect American leadership and whaose contributions American policymakers
respect.” ** One should not forget that many of the mentioned initiatives such as the test ban
or the arms control ideawere American inventions or were launched by the US. Hopefully
American ociety will remember that and will not take the wrong course toward a selfish and
autigic unilateraism.
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