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Course Description

The course is designed to review the principal features of international security as it is currently
practiced. It does so by tracing the evolution of contemporary policy and other determining circumstances
through the sequence of formative experience whereby current international security conditions
developed. The underlying contention is that understanding the consequence of formative experience is
indispensable for adequate comprehension of the prevailing concepts, organizing principles, military
deployment patterns, legal regulations, and political relationships that determine the state of international
security at the moment.

The period of time reviewed begins with the initiation of nuclear weapons programs during the
course of World War I1. Contemporary security policy has deeper historical roots, of course, but current
conditions were heavily determined by the developments that occurred over the past six decades.
Although it is common to assert that we are now in a new era, anyone who does not understand the
formative events and enduring legacy of that period will certainly not understand the contemporary
problems that are covered in the second half of the semester. The course reviews this history from
contemporary perspective for the purpose of understanding the current implications. That is, of course, a
revisionist perspective from the point of view of those who lived through the events in question, but it is
legitimate and important to use the advantage of retrospect to understand current circumstances.

The course is intended to be useful and appropriate for all people of whatever national affiliation.
There is heavy emphasis on the experience of the United States and of Russia as principal successor to the
Soviet Union, and in fact the course has been shaped by a joint curriculum development effort involving
the Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland and the Institute of USA and Canada
Studies in Moscow. The reasoning is that the historical interaction between these two countries has
disproportionately affected the international security conditions that all other countries now experience.
Hence it seems important for anyone to understand this experience as a necessary foundation for any
more focused national security perspective they might wish to develop.

Readings and Resources

Since the course is primarily concerned with current policy rather than with history itself, some
general familiarity with the time period in question must be assumed. The weekly reading assignments
provide basic information on directly relevant events as well as historical documents of enduring
importance. For those who wish to supplement their knowledge of historical context and current policy
debates, supplemental readings are also suggested. The list of required readings is lengthy to provide a
range of perspectives, so students need to make reasoned judgments about which readings deserve close
scrutiny and which need a lesser degree of attention. The supplemental reading list is encouraged but
optional. The syllabus provides a brief historical narrative for each class session. Those narratives provide
context for the substantive discussions that will be developed in the class sessions, but do not attempt to
summarize those discussions.



Although the course is focused on substantive issues of policy, underlying conceptual
perspectives will be discussed. In particular the contention that security can only be based on national
military power — the traditional realist argument — will be regularly contrasted with the aspiration to
establish meaningful international regulation — an inherently important matter for the smaller countries.
Those who have not been exposed to the classic realist texts may want to examine Hans J. Morgenthau,
Politics among Nations 5" edition, and Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics. “Is Anybody Still
a Realist?” by Jeffrey W. Legro and Andrew Moravcsik International Security 24:2, Fall 1999, pp 5 - 55,
provides a summary account of the many variations of the realist school. Barry Posen & Andrew Ross,
“Competing visions for U.S. grand strategy,” International Security, Winter 1996/97, pp. 5-53 compares
realist views with contrary perspectives that are actively presented in the United States.

Since much of Danger and Survival by McGeorge Bundy is assigned and all of it is relevant,
course participants are encouraged to acquire a copy. Although the book is out of print, Anja Kuznetsova
(room 4113 C, ext. 57614) has copies that she is prepared to sell and repurchase at the end of the
semester. Several Pew Case Studies are assigned — they can be purchased for $3.50 each at:
http://www.quisd.org/. Richard L. Garwin and Georges Charpak, Megawatts and Megatons, (The
University of Chicago Press, 2002), three chapters of which are assigned for the first week, provides a
good summary account of nuclear technology that will be useful through the course and thereafter.
Purchase of that volume is also suggested although not required.

Written Assignments and Grading

For each of the fifteen course sessions except the last, there is a memo question posed that might
be the topic of an analytic assignment in a contemporary policy setting. The questions are stated in the
manner that thoughtful but busy and incompletely informed people might answer them. Some of the
questions present significant issues of specification and clarification. All of them require the exercise of
judgment. Course participants are required to prepare a memorandum of no more than 1200 words
addressing three of these topics, one submitted on or before February 27, the second by April 3, and the
third by May 1. Any topic can be chosen within each of these time segments, but the memorandum must
be submitted before the class session to which it refers. An additional assignment will be presented at the
last class session to be answered in no more than 1500 words and submitted one week later. Each of the
first three memoranda will contribute 20% to the final grade. The last assignment will contribute 30%.
Participation in class discussion will contribute 10%.

Schedule of Classes and Weekly Reading Assignments

January 30:  Introduction: The Role and Character of Security Policy

Security policy is the result of actions undertaken by entire societies over an extended period of
time. It involves concepts of interest, organizing principles, military force deployments, operational
practices, institutional arrangements, interstate relationships, and formal legal agreements, all of which
evolve under the influence of formative experience. The outcomes achieved are determined by
consequential choices among meaningfully different possibilities, but they are also strongly affected by
circumstances that cannot be directly controlled — the laws of physics, for example, and the earth’s
ecology. The interaction between given circumstance and human choice is conducted through organized
institutions whose behavior is affected by considerations that extend well beyond the reasoned logic of
expressed policy. Although security is generally considered to be the highest priority responsibility of any
government, successful policy has long been and continues to be a significant challenge as yet only
imperfectly mastered.



Readings:
Required:

McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival: Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty Years (New
York: Random House, 1988), pp. 3-130, especially pp. 3-11; pp. 45-63; pp. 98-130

Richard L. Garwin and Georges Charpak, Megawatts and Megatons, (The University of Chicago
Press, 2002), pp. 13-79

Martha Nussbaum, ‘Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism,” Boston Review 19:5 (1994) and
‘Can Patriotism be Compassionate?” Nation 273:20 (December 17, 2001), pp. 11-14

Documents:

U.N. Charter http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/

Supplemental Readings:

Kosta Tsipis, Arsenal: Understanding the Weapons in the Nuclear Age, (Simon and
Shuster, New York, 1983), pp. 102-129

Gar Alperovitz, ‘Hiroshima: Historians Reassess,” Foreign Policy (Summer 1995)

Gordon A. Craig and Alexander L. George, Force and Statecraft: Diplomatic Problems of Our
Time (New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), pp. 275-283

Lawrence Freedman, ‘International Security: Changing Targets,” Foreign Policy, Spring 1998,
pp. 49-63

Memo Question: Was the development of nuclear weapons inevitable once the basic physical principles
were understood?

February 6: Development of the Nuclear Arsenals

The circumstances of World War 11 determined that the development of nuclear weapons would
be initiated in United States. As a natural consequence of that fact, the pattern of nuclear weapons
deployment that emerged in the aftermath was primarily shaped by judgments about security policy made
in the United States. Those judgments were themselves shaped, however, by American reactions to
external events, most notably the first Soviet nuclear weapons test in 1949 and the Korean War in 1950.
Prior to the Korean War, the United States maintained only a small number of nuclear weapons that were
held in secure storage and were not actively deployed. In reaction to the Korean War, nuclear weapons
were produced in large number and assigned to operational forces under the assumption that they would
be used for virtually all military missions. Over the course of the 1950s that assumption was revised as
the implications of the massively destructive effects of nuclear weapons were absorbed. Operational
control of nuclear weapons was largely but not completely centralized under a single strategic command.
With a large number of weapons available that command developed mass attack options based largely on
bomber force operations under the assumption of imminent threat. That assumption was based on
projections of the Soviet nuclear weapons deployment schedule that proved in retrospect to be highly
exaggerated. The pace of United States nuclear weapons deployments substantially outran that of the
Soviet Union, but that was not authoritatively realized in the United States until 1961 when
photoreconnaissance satellites finally provided decisive evidence. Shortly thereafter, the United States
imposed a ceiling on the planned expansion of its nuclear forces, but did not reverse any of the
deployment commitments that had already been made. As a result of the sequence, United States nuclear



force deployments were set at very high levels, were operationally configured to initiate attack on very
short notice, and were primarily directed against the Soviet Union. That set the basic conditions of nuclear
weapons deployment that still prevail. The explicit doctrine of deterrence evolved thereafter to rationalize
and manage the result.

Historical accounts of the Soviet experience are not yet as detailed as they are for the United
States, but it currently appears that Soviet nuclear force development tracked that of the United States
somewhat reluctantly. One can presume a determined commitment to master the same technology but
probably not an independent commitment to the same level of deployment. There is intuitive reason and
some historical evidence to suppose that the Soviet military planning system would have preferred
nuclear weapons deployments that were more limited in number and more focused on the principal point
of military engagement in central Europe. At any rate, it is evident that the Soviet planning system did not
program intercontinental range nuclear weapons deployments numerically comparable to those of the
United States until after the experience of the Berlin crisis in 1961 and the Cuban crisis in 1962. By 1965,
however, they had decided to match the overall size and basic operational character of the U.S. force.

Readings:

Required:

McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival: Choices about the Bomb in the First Fifty Years, (New
York: Random House, 1988) pp. 130-318

William Taylor Fain & David S. Painter, “The End of the U.S. Atomic Monopoly,” Pew Case
Study #342 (1989)

John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1998), pp. 85-110, esp. 92-102

Documents:

Winston Churchill, “The Sinews of Peace,” Westminster College, Fulton, Missouri, March 5,
1946; available at: http://www.hpol.org/churchill

Acheson-Lillienthal Report on the International Control of Atomic Energy, March 16, 1946;
http://www.learnworld.com/ZNW/LWText.Acheson-Lilienthal.html

Baruch Plan (Presented to the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission, June 14, 1946)
http://www.atomicarchive.com/Docs/Deterrence/BaruchPlan.shtml

NSC 68 (United States Objectives and Programs for National Security, April 14, 1950)
http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/nsc-hst/nsc-68.htm

Supplemental Readings:

Albert Wohistetter, ‘The Delicate Balance of Terror,” Foreign Affairs 37:2 (January 1959)

Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1983)

Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear War, (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1961) esp.
Preface and pp. 3-40

Memo Question: Was the size and operational configuration of the nuclear forces originally deployed by
the United States and the Soviet Union strategically justified?



February 13: Alliance Confrontation

The stimulus of the Korean War also triggered the global pattern of security organization that
defined the cold war period — the confrontation of alliances led by the United States and the Soviet Union
respectively. Each of the alliances positioned active military forces in Europe and attempted to prepare
them for a large scale combined arms engagement.

The Western alliance (NATO) considered itself to be threatened by numerically superior Soviet
ground forces inclined to undertake a surprise attack. In response to that assessment, NATO developed an
integrated arrangement whereby national forces of the member countries were coordinated under United
States military leadership. That was presented and widely received as a necessary reaction to the Soviet
threat, although not so necessary that the member governments were willing to provide the large number
of conventional force units that were said to be required to resist the threat. Economic development and
the associated process of economic integration was the priority concern in Europe at the time. In addition
to the concern for external threat, however, NATO’s integrated command arrangements also provided
reassurance within the alliance about the reemergence of Germany’s military capability and generally
disciplined all of Western Europe’s historically contentious military relationships. The ability to do this
by means of voluntary collaboration and induced consensus has arguably been NATO’s most important
and most enduringly relevant accomplishment.

The Eastern alliance (WTO) is now understood also to have been in significant part an exercise of
internal control among the members. Its methods in that regard were based more on coercion than on
consensus and proved not to be enduring. As with NATO, however, the WTO was explicitly focused on
the external threat presented by the opposing alliance. Its internal assessments are not yet as well
documented as they are for NATO, but the members of WTO were presumably aware of their numerical
advantages if only by virtue of listening to continuous NATO complaints about those advantages. It is
doubtful they believed they had the degree of superiority NATO calculated, particularly given that their
internal relationships, implicitly based on coercion, imposed a significant burden on their combined
forces. Their forces were operationally configured, however, for the rapid offensive assault against
Western Europe that NATO feared. It would have been foolhardy for the members of WTO to initiate
such an assault for reasons of ideology or imperial zeal, but not so foolhardy if they judged that war was
about to be imposed on them as it had been in World War 11. In that case they might have felt compelled
to try to occupy Western Europe quickly and arrange a negotiated settlement before the American
economy could grind out an overwhelming counterattack.

In this situation, neither side appears to have been confident in its capacity to assure vital security
objectives in the European theater by conventional means alone. Both alliances attempted to compensate
for their perceived conventional force vulnerabilities by evoking the superior firepower of nuclear
weapons. Both equipped their European theater forces with nuclear weapons and developed detailed
operational plans for using them separately from their main deterrent forces. They also developed
doctrines of extended deterrence and flexible response to rationalize the arrangement. The result was a
strong coupling between the main nuclear arsenals assigned to the general deterrence mission and the
theater forces planning for a combined arms engagement across the central front in Europe. That coupling
was said to bolster overall deterrence but it also generated inherent pressures for proliferation and created
very extensive potential for an inadvertent triggering of the massive attack plans. In the Berlin crisis in
1961 and again in the Cuban crisis in 1962, the fragility of the alliance confrontation and the potential for
disaster became alarmingly apparent, setting the stage for subsequent efforts to establish measures of
restraint.



Readings
Required:

McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival, pp. 319-462

Margaret Ball, NATO and the European Union Movement (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press,
1974), pp. 31-73

Kim lan Moermond & Jack Snyder, “The Second Berlin Crisis, 1958-9,” Pew Case #441

Bruce J. Allyn, James G. Blight, and David A. Welch, ‘Essence of Revision,” International
Security 14:3 (Winter 1989/90) pp. 136-172

Michael MccGuire, Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Policy, (Brookings, 1987, pp. 13-66,
esp. 36-66

Voitech Mastny, ‘The Soviet Union and the Origins of the Warsaw Pact,” Parallel History Project
on NATO and the Warsaw Pact; available at:
http://www.isn.ethz.ch/php/documents/collection_3/PCC texts/introduction_55.htm

Vladislav Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin’s Cold War: from Stalin to
Khrushchev (Harvard University Press, 1996), pp. 36-78 (Korean war), pp. 236-274
(Berlin and Cuba)

Documents:

The North Atlantic Treaty, 4 April 1949; available at:
http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/nato.htm

George Kennan (Mr. X), “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign Affairs, (July
1947); available at: http://highered.mcgraw-hill.com/olc/dI/35266/3_6.htm

John Kennedy’s speech on the Cuban Missile Crisis in Robert F. Kennedy’s, Thirteen Days,
(New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1969), pp.163-171

Diplomatic record of 1959 Camp David summit (in CISSM file)

Supplemental Readings:

John Lewis Gaddis, What We Know Now (Oxford: Claredon Press, 1998), pp. 54-85

Desmond Ball, Politics and Force Levels: The Strategic Missile Program of the Kennedy
Administration (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1980)

Sergei N. Khrushchev, Nikita Khrushchev and the Creation of a Superpower, (Pennsylvania State
University, 1992)

Ivo H. Daalder, The Nature and Practice of Flexible Response: NATO Strategy and Theatre
Nuclear Forces Since 1967, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1991), pp. 1-127

Graham Allison, Essence of Decision (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971)

Memo Question: Should the commitment to collective defense against external aggression embodied in
article V of the North Atlantic Treaty be considered the defining characteristic of NATO?

February 20: The Origins of Arms Control

In the immediate aftermath of World War 11, the United States advanced a proposal, known as the
Baruch plan, for internationalizing control over all aspects of atomic energy under conditions — most
notably, veto free enforcement — that the Soviet Union immediately rejected. Whether or not the basic
concept might have succeeded remains a matter of disputed conjecture, but it is evident in retrospect that
the proposal was not presented or pursued in the manner that would have been required to make it



succeed. For more than a decade thereafter, formalized restraint on weapons development was advanced
in all or nothing terms as summarized in the phrase “general and complete disarmament.” Meanwhile
nuclear technology programs were pursued in most of the advanced industrial countries and in many of
those aspiring to that status. The Atoms of Peace program initiated by the United States in the 1950s
provided a substantial amount of scientific information and fissionable material in support of the various
national programs. By the end of the 1950s, nuclear technology had acquired considerable momentum
worldwide.

The process of imposing partial limits on weapons deployments began in the late 1950s with
efforts to devise and negotiate a ban on nuclear weapons testing. That was motivated in part by public
reaction to the effects of radiation released by atmospheric tests, but it also reflected a growing concern
about the potential devastation of a nuclear war and about the proliferation of nuclear weapons
technology. As it became apparent that the two principal protagonists — the United States and the Soviet
Union - could not expect to preserve exclusive access to that technology and as their respective nuclear
weapons programs matured to the point that they were each able to fit thermonuclear warheads within the
payload limitations of ballistic missiles, the idea of banning further weapons tests was advanced as a
partial measure of restraint that would be of sufficient mutual interest and general significance to be
enacted without being accompanied by provisions for general and complete disarmament. Within the
United States, the idea was examined in 1958 by a panel of specialists who determined that nuclear
weapons tests conducted in the atmosphere, in space, or underwater could be reliably detected at long
range by independently operated sensors, thereby allowing a ban to be verified. That assessment
acknowledged, however, that tests conducted underground at low yield might not be detected by remote
observation and that suspicious events of that sort would have to be resolved by direct inspection.
Negotiations on the subject were unable to resolve disagreements over proposed inspection rules and
nuclear weapons tests were used as a prominent instrument of coercive diplomacy in the 1961 Berlin
crisis. In the aftermath of the Cuban missile crisis in 1962, the idea of an agreed ban on nuclear weapons
testing became a major instrument of reconciliation. Since the major protagonists were unable to resolve
the question of direct inspection, a treaty was presented and signed in July of 1963 banning nuclear
weapons testing in those media — the atmosphere, space and water — where independent verification was
considered to be assured. That was the initial element of what later developed as the arms control process.
It did not significantly constrain the process of nuclear weapons development, but it did constrain the
political use of weapons tests.

Readings:
Required:

Thomas Schelling, ‘Reciprocal Measures for Arms Stabilization,’pp.167-187 in Donald G.
Brennan ed., Arms Control, Disarmament, and National Security (New York: George
Braziller, 1961)

National Academy of Sciences, Nuclear Arms Control: Background and Issues (1985), pp. 1-57
and 136-158

Coit Blacker and Gloria Duffy, International Arms Control (Stanford University Press, 1984) pp.
117-147 (Agreements other than SALT and the NPT)

Herbert York, ‘The Great Test Ban Debate,” and “Military Technology and National Security,’
pp. 17-28 and 44-57 in Progress in Arms Control (San Francisco: W.H. Freeman and
Company, 1979)

David Holloway, Soviet Union and the Arms Race (New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1985), pp. 65-85




Documents:

Statement of Basic National Security Policy, 1958 (Eisenhower administration)
CISSM Files

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, ‘Speech on Anti-China Missile Defense and U.S.
Nuclear Strategy,” address to the editors of United Press International, San Francisco,
September 18, 1967.

President John F. Kennedy, American University Speech, June 10, 1963; available at:
http://www.jfklibrary.org/j061063.htm

Limited Test Ban Treaty, (LTBT) 1963; available at:
http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/ltbt/text/Itbt2.htm

Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty | (SALT 1) 1972; available at:
http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/saltl/text/saltl.htm

Anti-Ballistic Missiles Treaty (ABM), 1972; available at:
http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/abmt/text/abm?2.htm

ABM--Additional text and additions; available at:
http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/abmt/text/index.html

Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty Il (SALT II) 1979; available at:
http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/salt2-2.html

Supplemental Readings:

Thomas Schelling, Arms and Influence, (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1976)
Pavel Podvig, Russian Strategic Nuclear Forces, (MIT Press, 2001)

Memo Question: Can the general international interest in a comprehensive nuclear weapons test ban be
validly overridden by any country’s national interest?

February 27: Limits on Proliferation

As the nuclear weapons test ban was developed, it was recognized that it would not by itself
prevent the extensive proliferation of national nuclear weapons programs. Principal concern in that regard
focused on Germany, not because the German government expressed active interest in a weapons
program but rather because it appeared to have the strongest incentive and was acknowledged to have the
scientific and industrial capacity required. The fear was that a German nuclear weapons program would
undermine NATQ’s internal process of reassurance and would set a worldwide standard likely to be
emulated by Japan in particular. Those concerns were reinforced by China’s initial nuclear weapons test
conducted in 1964. The initial effort to respond to the problem involved an American-inspired proposal to
give Germany and other NATO members controlled access to nuclear weapons by developing a
multilateral force within NATO, an idea that would qualify the established principle of strict national
control.

There was simultaneous concern within the United States, however, that the multilateral force
scheme would do more to stimulate proliferation than to contain it. In reaction to that concern, an
assessment of United States interest in the process of proliferation, initiated in late 1964, concluded that it
should be contained rather than encouraged and recommended that containment should be accomplished
through a multilateral treaty. That judgment was clearly shared by the Soviet Union which was in the final
stages of programming its own nuclear weapons deployment and was itself seriously worried about the
prospect of a German nuclear weapons program in any form. Parallel American and Soviet drafts for a
multilateral treaty were submitted to the United Nations in 1965 resulting in a General Assembly



resolution setting forth the basic principles of what became the Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) three
years later. That treaty formalizes a political deal whereby five states, who happen to be the five
permanent members of the UN Security Council, are conceded temporarily the exclusive right to deploy
nuclear weapons under the expressed conditions that they make a good faith effort to eliminate nuclear
weapons and that in the meantime they not use nuclear weapons to attack or threaten any state that does
not possess them. Many of the industrial states that were original parties to the NPT, including especially
German and Japan, could have readily developed national nuclear weapons programs at the time it was
signed and even more could now do so. The NPT, as the most consequential embodiment of the principle
of mutual restraint for mutual interest, is the central element of current international security regulation.

Readings:
Required:

Bundy, pp. 463-516
Glenn Seaborg and Benjamin Loeb, Stemming the Tide (Lexington Books, 1987), pp. 309-382
National Academy of Sciences, Nuclear Arms Control, pp. 224-273.
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT); available at:
http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/npt1.html
Francis J. Gavin, “Blasts from the Past: Proliferation Lessons from the 1060s,” International
Security, Vol. 29, No. 3, Winter 2004/05, pp 100-135; available at:
http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international _security/v029/29.3gavin.pdf
Coit Blacker and Gloria Duffy, International Arms Control, pp. 316-34
David Holloway, Soviet Union and the Arms Race (Yale Univ. Press, 1985), pp. 85-109

Documents:

President Eisenhower, United Nations General Assembly, ‘Atoms for Peace,” 1953
available at: http://www.eisenhower.utexas.edu/atoms.htm

Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean
(Treaty of Tlatelolco), 1968; available at:
http://www.opanal.org/opanal/Tlatelolco/Tlatelolco-i.htm

Biological Weapons Convention (BWC), 1975; available at:
http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/bwc/text/bwc.htm

Gilpatric Committee Report, ‘A Report to the President by the Committee on Nuclear
Proliferation,” January 21, 1965. Available at:
http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/INSAEBB/NSAEBB1/nhch7_1.htm

Supplemental Readings:

NTI tutorial on NPT; available at: http://www.nti.org/h_learnmore/h3_tutorial.html

Alva Reimer Myrdal, The Game of Disarmament: How the United States and Russia Run
the Arms Race, pp. 159-207.

Kurt M. Campbell, et al., The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider their
Nuclear Choices (Brookings, 2004)

William Burr and Jeffrey T. Richelson, “Whether to ‘Strangle the Baby in the Cradle’:
The United States and the Chinese Nuclear Program, 1960-64,” International
Security, 25: 3 (Winter 2000/01) pp. 54-99; available at:
http://mitpress.mit.edu/journals/pdf/isec 25 03 54 0.pdf




Mark Cioc, Pax Atomica: The Nuclear Defense Debate in West Germany during the
Adenauer (New York: Columbia University Press, 1988)

Avner Cohen, Israel and the Bomb (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998)

Paul M. Cole, ‘Atomic Bombast: Nuclear Weapon Decision Making in Sweden 1945-
1972,” The Washington Quarterly 20:2 (Spring 1997) pp.233-251

Jim Walsh, “‘Surprise Down Under: The Secret History of Australia’s Nuclear
Ambitions,” The Nonproliferation Review 5 (Fall 1997) pp.1-20; available at:
http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol05/51/walsh51.pdf

Peter F. Liberman, ‘South Africa’s Nuclear Decisions,” International Security 27:1 (June
2002) pp.186-195

David Albright and Corey Gay, ‘Taiwan: Nuclear Nightmare Averted,” The Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists 54:1 (January/February 1998) pp.54-61

John R. Redick, Nuclear Illusions: Argentina and Brazil Occasional Paper No. 25
(Washington: Henry L. Stimson Center, December 1995)

Memo Question: Is the elimination of nuclear weapons an international security interest that might
eventually be accomplished or are there contradictory national interests that will indefinitely prevent such
an outcome?

March 6: Hard Lessons - Vietham and Afghanistan

The basic configuration of military forces and associated security policies characteristic of the Cold
War had been established by the mid 1960s even though the process of initial construction and subsequent
technical improvement was not yet complete, particularly not within the Soviet Union. As of 1965,
international security was broadly understood to be dominated by a confrontation between two alliance
systems with the principal focus of military engagement occurring in central Europe. Local and regional
conflicts throughout the world were assessed largely in terms of their implications for the global alliance
confrontation. International politics was preoccupied with a contest between the two alliances for the
allegiance of those countries that were not formally aligned with either and were not directly engaged in
central Europe.

At that point, the United States considered itself to have a comfortably but not decisively superior
strategic deterrent force that provided adequate compensation for an assessed disadvantage in
conventional force capability assigned to central Europe. That combination was believed to assure core
security objectives to a reasonable standard, but the contest for allegiance was perceived to be an
unresolved danger. There was a strong inclination to interpret armed insurgencies directed against aligned
governments as an organized strategic threat emanating from the opposing alliance. Indochina was
considered to be the primary instance, and a commitment of United States military forces was made by
analogy to the earlier defense of South Korea — strategic resistance to imperial aggression at a level of
warfare falling just below the combined arms engagement of conventional forces. The indigenous roots of
the conflict were not credited at the outset.

The inability to terminate the conflict despite superior military capability became a lesson in the
limits of coercive power and the practical importance of legitimacy, both of which were absorbed to
reasonable extent at the cost of major internal turmoil. The deeper implications for the prevailing strategic
conception were not as clearly absorbed. Most notably the United States political system to this day has
not recognized that the United States withdrawal from Vietnam quickly became a strategic victory when
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China decided in the aftermath to normalize relations with the United States. That act began the process
that ultimately dissolved the alliance confrontation of the cold war period.

For the Soviet Union, the comparable lesson on the limits of coercive power and the practical
importance of legitimacy occurred in Afghanistan roughly a decade later. The internal motive for
intervention appears to have been defensive rather than imperial in character as it was for the United
States in Vietnam. The process of accepting defeat and undertaking withdrawal did not engage the broad
citizenry to the same extent, but probably was comparably painful within the ruling establishment. The
outcome is significantly related to the dissolution of the Soviet Union itself. Whether it is considered a
defeat or a victory for Russia and the other successor states depends heavily on the perspective applied.
That can reasonably said to be an open question.

Readings:
Required:

Bundy, pp. 517-542

James Patterson, Grand Expectations (Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 593-
636 and 743-770

Robert McNamara, In Retrospect: The Tragedy and Lessons of Vietnam (New York: Vintage
Books, Random House, Inc.), pp. 127-319

Douglas Pike, ‘Conduct of the Vietham War: Strategic Factors, 1965-1968,” US Army Command
and General Staff College, session on ‘The Evolution of Modern Warfare’

Mark Galeotti, Afghanistan: The Soviet Union’s Last War (London: Frank Cass,
1995) pp. 1-25, pp. 139-171

Henry S. Bradsher, Afghan Communism and Soviet Intervention, (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1999) pp. 262-325

Maj. Gen. Oleg Sarin and Col. Lev Dvoretsky, The Afghan Syndrome. The Soviet
Union’s Vietnam (Presidio, 1993) (skim but focus on pp. 87-123 and 143-151)

Documents:

Supreme Soviet Decree on political assessment of the decision to send Soviet troops to
Afghanistan (Appendix D from The Afghan Syndrome: The Soviet Union’s Vietnam)

Galloway, John, The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, (Ruthford, Madison, Taeneck, Fairleigh:
Dickinson University Press, 1970), pp. 167-169

Congressional Resolution on Irag, October 10, 2002; available at: http://hnn.us/articles/1282.html

Supplemental Readings:

Robert S. McNamara, James G. Blight and Robert K. Brigham, Argument Without End (New
York: Public Affairs, 1999)

Galloway, John, The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, (Ruthford, Madison, Taeneck, Fairleigh:
Dickinson University Press, 1970)

Stanley Karnow, Vietnam: A History, The First Complete Account of Vietnam War (New York:
The Viking Press, 1983)

Alexander George, The Limits of Coercive Diplomacy: Laos, Cuba, Vietnam (Boston, MA:
Little, Brown and Company, 1994)

David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest (New York, N.Y.: Penguin Books, 1983)

Frances FitzGerald, Fire in the Lake (New York: Vintage Books 1973)
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Leslie H. Gelb and Richard K. Betts, The Irony of Vietnam: the System Worked (Washington
D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1979)

Diego Cordovez and Selig S. Harrison, Out of Afghanistan: The Inside Story of the Soviet
Withdrawal (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995)

The Russian General Staff, The Soviet-Afghan War: How a Superpower Fought and Lost
(University of Kansas, 2002)

Memo Question: What are the relative contributions of military power and political legitimacy in
determining international security?

March 13: Bilateral Stabilization and the End of the Cold War

The initial arms control agreements were multilateral in character and were primarily designed to
restrict the large scale deployment of nuclear weapons to the two main protagonists. The process of
imposing direct restraint on the two principal forces was bilateral in character and began after the
respective political systems had imposed their own force ceilings through national planning decisions. In
the United States, that process revolved around a contest between what was termed in the parlance of the
time “assured destruction” and “damage limiting” strategic missions. The bilateral process was initiated
by the United States in order to buttress resistance to the damage limiting mission which was considered
likely to drive an indefinite arms race and to risk a breakdown of deterrence under crisis conditions. The
term “stability” as it was used at the time reflected both concerns.

The initial agreements signed in 1972 established a ceiling on strategic nuclear weapons deployments
that in the American perspective was designed to accommodate projected deployment plans. The
agreement also limited ballistic missile defenses and established the principle that offensive and defensive
force restrictions were to be directly related. It appears that the Soviet Union significantly reduced its
deployment plan in reaction to the agreement and began to envisage a process of progressive
accommodation that would include some form of constructive economic engagement. That broad formula
was not accepted in the United States, however, and the intentions imputed to the Soviet Union were cast
in standard confrontational terms.

As the process of bilateral stabilization progressed through a series of bilateral agreements it was
subjected to sharp political dispute within the United States and was narrowly focused on a particular
conception of stability featuring the interaction of land-based multiple-warhead missile forces. The
associated contention that the Soviet Union would violate any agreement if it could thereby gain
advantage did have the effect, however, of introducing a supplemental theme to the program of
stabilization — the agreed exchange of information to document compliance. The agreements that emerged
from the process — most notably the INF treaty and the START I treaty — have provisions for inspection
and regular exchange of information that are arguably as significant, or more so, as the deployment
restrictions they contain. The Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty signed in 1990 has yet more
extensive information exchange provisions.

In retrospect it appears that the Soviet political leadership had a much broader agenda of
accommodation in mind, major elements of which were pursued unilaterally. The internal economic
reform effort and the process of disengagement in central Europe do appear to reflect an underlying
security assessment, even if the eventual consequences were not anticipated. At any rate the immediate
impulse for the process that ended the Cold War and transformed the basic circumstances of international
security was provided by Soviet policy under Gorbachev. With the advantage of retrospect, elements of
Gorbachev’s security policy can be detected much earlier in the historical sequence. It is important to note
the scope of accommaodation to which that policy evidently aspired has not as yet been achieved.
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Readings:

Required:

John Lewis Gaddis, The United States and the End of the Cold War, Implications,
Reconsiderations, Provocations, pp. 119-167, esp. pp. 119-132

Douglas Seay, ‘What Are the Soviets’ Objectives in Their Foreign, Military, and Arms Control
Policies?” pp. 47-109 in Lynn Eden and Steven E. Miller ed., Nuclear Arguments (Ithaca
and London: Cornell University Press, 1989)

Charles Glaser, “Why do Strategists Disagree about the Requirements of Strategic Nuclear
Deterrence?’, pp. 109-172 in Eden and Miller ed., Nuclear Arguments

Jeffrey W. Knopf, ‘Did Reagan Win the Cold War?’, Strategic Insights, Volume 111, Issue 8,
August 2004; available at:
http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2004/aug/knopfAUG04.pdf

Alexei G. Arbatov, Lethal Frontiers, (Praeger, 1988), pp. 151-266

Catherine McArdle Kelleher, Jane M.O. Sharp, Lawrence Freedman, The Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe: The Politics of Post-Wall Arms Control, (Baden-Baden: Nomos
Verlagsgesellschaft, 1996), pp. 13-77

Jeffrey D. McCausland ‘Europe’, Arms Control. Cooperative Security in a Changing
Environment, Jeffrey A. Larsen ed., Lynne Rienner Publishers, Boulder, London, 2002

Documents:

START | http://www.state.gov/wwwi/global/arms/starthtm/start/toc.html

START Il http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/starthtm/start2/st2intal.html

INF http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/infl.html#1

National Security Strategy of the United States, January 1988, Reagan administration
CFE http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/cfe.html

Supplemental Readings:

Stephen J Cimbala, “Year of Maximum Danger? The 1983 ‘War Scare’ and US-Soviet
Deterrence,” The Journal of Slavic Military Studies 13.2 (2000)

Benjamin B. Fischer, A Cold War Conundrum: The 1983 Soviet War Scare (Center for the Study
of Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, 1997); available at:
http://www.cia.gov/csi/monograph/coldwar/source.htm

Anatoly Dobrynin, In Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador To Six Cold War Presidents
(University of Washington Press, 1998)

Strobe Talbott, The Master of the Game: Paul Nitze and the Nuclear Peace (Knopf, 1988)

Strobe Talbott, Reagan and Gorbachev, with Michael Mandelbaum (Vintage Books, 1987)

Strobe Talbott, Deadly Gambits: The Reagan Administration and the Stalemate in Nuclear Arms
Control (Random House, 1984)

Strobe Talbott, Endgame: The Inside Story of Salt Il (HarperCollins, 1979)

Catherine McArdle Kelleher, Jane M.O. Sharp and Lawrence Freedman ed., The Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe: The Politics of Post-Wall Arms Control (Baden-
Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellshcaft, 1996)

Official history of the CFE by DTRA, especially the chapter on transparency; available at:
http://www.dtra.mil/about/media/historical_documents/books/cfebook/tabcon.cfm

Memo Question: Did the bilateral arms control treaties adequately stabilize nuclear weapons
deployments?
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March 20: The Cold War Aftermath

The end of the Cold War was the consequence of a series of largely spontaneous events. As a
practical matter, it produced a substantially different international security situation, but not as yet a new
design. Established national security policies were adjusted but not fundamentally altered and the basic
framework of international legal restraint was sustained. The sharp disparity in circumstance has created
an inherent question, however, about the longer term viability of the security policies that were created
over the course of the Cold War.

The most decisive effect was the dissolution of the conventional force confrontation in central
Europe, a result that effectively removed the possibility of a combined arms engagement occurring on
short notice on continental scale anywhere in the world. In response to that development, the United
States reduced the number of its deployed forces and its defense budget by about 30%, but continued to
use the contingency planning assumptions established during the Cold War as the basic guideline for
developing and training its military establishment. In the absence of comparable competition, it set higher
standards of aspiration for the performance of its conventional forces and sustained the full array of
deterrent force missions. It also renewed its traditional alliance relationships and in the case of NATO
extended them eastward in central Europe. The result was to create an unprecedented degree of
superiority for the U.S. alliance system with regard to traditional military missions. The relative size and
momentum of the United States defense budget in the new situation appears to assure that the advantage
will be sustained and probably intensified over several decades.

That development assured that no state outside of the U.S. alliance system could achieve a
comparable standard of protection, a fact that was particularly consequential for Russia as principal heir
to the Soviet legacy. The smaller and declining size of the Russian economy would not sustain a military
force capable of undertaking conventional force missions at the level of performance determined by the
United States. There was no alternative alliance system, and no scope for creating one of comparable
capacity. The protection offered by existing international agreements could not compensate for the
inherent disparities in resources and exposure. In response to those circumstances Russia formulated a
doctrine of general reliance on nuclear weapons to cover the basic array of security requirements, initiated
a difficult and as yet incomplete effort of internal economic reform, and attempted general political
accommodation. In their own estimation, none of those efforts have as yet adequately resolved the
security problems imposed by the post Cold War situation.

The overall effect of those changes in circumstance made large scale imperial aggression a less
prominent and less immediate problem than it was considered to be during the Cold War period. It was
acknowledged that the United States alliance system could readily defeat any major instance and was not
itself configured to seize and hold territory on continental scale. Localized civil conflict, terrorism, and
smaller scale provocation or retribution operations have became more prominent concerns, however,
suggesting that in the aftermath of the Cold War security would have to be pursued at higher resolution in
space and time.

Readings:
Required:

Philip Zelikow and Condoleezza Rice, Germany Unified and Europe Transformed: A Study in
Statecraft (Harvard University Press, 1995), skim, concentrating on pp. 149-197
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Catherine McArdle Kelleher, ‘Cooperative Security in Europe’, pp. 293-353 in Janne Nolan, ed.,
Global Engagement (Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 1994)

James Baker, ‘Russia in NATO’, The Washington Quarterly, (Winter 2002)

Nadezhda Arbatova, ‘NATO Enlargement: How to Pass Russia By’, Yaderniy
Kontrol (Nuclear Control) Digest, (Fall 2002), Volume 7, No.4, pp. 30-39

John Dumbrell, “Was There a Clinton Doctrine? President Clinton’s Foreign Policy
Reconsidered,” Diplomacy and Statecraft, (June 2002), Vol.13, No.2, pp. 43-56

Alexey Arbatov, ‘Russian Military Doctrine and Strategic Nuclear Forces to the Year 2000 and
Beyond’; available at:
http://www.eng.yabloko.ru/Hotissues/Politics/Defence/arms_control/arbatov-

260397.html
Joseph Nye and William Owens, “America’s Information Edge,” Foreign Affairs (March/April
1996)

Richard Russell, “The Fog of War: NATQO’s Bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade,” Pew
Case # 253 (2002)

Documents:

National Security Strategy of the United States, August 1991 (George H. W. Bush
administration); available at:
www.fas.org/man/docs/918015-nss.htm

National Security Strategy of the United States, December 1999 (Clinton’s administration);
available at:
http://www.fas.org/man/docs/nssrpref-1299.htm

Declaration on a transformed North Atlantic Alliance issued by the Heads of State and
Government participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council (*The London
Declaration’), London, 6 July 1990; available at:
http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/b900706a.htm

Supplemental Readings:

Strobe Talbot, The Russia Hand, (New York: Random House, 2002)

Paul B. Stares, Allied Rights and Legal Constraints on German Military Power (Brookings, 1990)

Andrew J. Bacevich, ‘Policing Utopia. The Military Imperatives of Globalization’, The National
Interest, (Summer 1999), pp. 5-13

John J. Mearsheimer, ‘Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War,” International
Security 15 (Summer 1990), pp. 5-56

Stephen M. Walt, ‘“Two Cheers for Clinton’s Foreign Policy,” Foreign Affairs, 79:2, pp.63-79

A.A. Kokoshin, Between the Past and the Future: Russia in the Transatlantic Context, Moscow
2001, pp. 129-174

Col. Jeffrey D. McCausland, ‘Endgame: CFE Adaptation and the OSCE Summit,” Arms Control
Today, Vol. 29, No. 6 (September/October 1999); available at:
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/1999 09-10/mccs099.asp

Wade Boese, ‘Executive Summary of the Adapted Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
Treaty,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 29, No. 7 (November 1999); available at:
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/1999 11/wbno99.asp

Zdzizslaw Lachowski, ‘Conventional Arms Control,” and Appendix 8A ‘Confidence- and
Security-building Measures in Europe,” 2001 SIPRI Yearbook (Oxford: Oxford
University Press 2001) pp 549-598

Memo Question: Is the threat of invasion still a major international security problem?
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March 27: Problems of Civil Conflict

In the aftermath of the Cold War a number of regional conflicts that had been sustained as proxy
battles between the contending alliance systems were settled, and aggregate measures of civil conflict
declined substantially over the course of the 1990s. Reflecting the legacy of Vietnam and Afghanistan,
most of the major military establishments emerged from the Cold War period internally disinclined to
become entangled in what they understood to be indigenous conflicts, especially if those conflicts
occurred in remote parts of the world. A series of internal civil conflicts did command international
attention, however, and did induce varying degrees of forceful intervention despite the background
reluctance. The United States undertook substantial interventions in Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo, and most
recently Afghanistan — operating through NATO in two of the four instances. The failure to undertake
comparable action in Rwanda became a significant issue in retrospect. Russian forces intervened in an
internal conflict in Chechnya and an external one in Tajikistan under similar circumstances. None of these
operations is currently considered to be either a decisive success or a decisive defeat.

Lessons drawn from this case experience suggest that most of the interventions could have been
significantly more successful with no greater commitment of resources had they been undertaken earlier
with a clearer and more appropriate sense of purpose. In the major instances the direct combatants were
not themselves capable of terminating the conflict regardless of their inclination to do so, and indefinite
continuation proved to be a threat to regional and global order significant enough to force international
reaction. The implication is that prevailing security policies have not yet completely adapted to an
emerging problem for which they will eventually have to achieve a higher standard of performance.

The requirements for an effective response to instances of civil conflict are sufficiently different from
traditional military missions that they cannot be readily improvised from established contingency plans. If
civil conflict is assumed to be an enduring problem of major significance, it is reasonable to expect that
accumulating experience will induce fundamental revisions in all the principal elements of policy from
the determination of objectives; to the concept of operations; to the design, equipment and training of
forces. A legal doctrine appears to be emerging, most clearly articulated up to this point in UN Security
Council Resolution 1244 authorizing ground intervention in Kosovo. The insertion of US forces into
Afghanistan in response to the terrorist attacks of September 11 appears to have established a principle of
global engagement that had not been previously accepted. Defense policy guidance issued in the
aftermath of those attacks instructed US forces to prepare for civil conflict intervention — the first time
such a mandate had been officially stated. US forces would have to be involved in most instances of civil
conflict intervention since they are uniquely capable of providing the transport, communication and
combat support services required in remote locations.

Readings:
Required:

Eileen F. Babbit, ‘Ethnic Conflict and the Pivotal States,” pp. 338-359 in Paul Kennedy, Robert
Case, and Emily Hill eds., The Pivotal States: A New Framework for US policy in the
Developing World (New York: W.W. Norton, 1999)

Ted Robert Gurr, Monty G. Marshall, and Deepa Khosla, Peace and Violent Conflict (Center for
International Development and Conflict Management, University of Maryland, College
Park, 2003); available at: http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/paper.asp?id=2

Edward W. Luttwak, ‘Give War a Chance,’ Foreign Affairs, (July/August 1999), pp. 36-44

Scott R. Feil, Preventing Genocide: How the Early Use of Force Might Have Succeeded in
Rwanda, (New York: Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, April 1998),
pp. 1-28
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Timothy Gulden, Spatial and Temporal Patterns of Civil Violence: Guatemala, 1977-1986 (The
Brookings Institution, 2002, Center on Social and Economic Dynamics, Working Paper
No. 26); available at: http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/qut01/

Maxim Shashenkov, ‘Russian Peacekeeping in the ‘Near Abroad,”” Survival, (Autumn 1994), pp.
46-69

Dmitri V. Trenin, ‘The Forgotten War: Chechnya and Russia’s Future’, Policy Brief, Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 28 November 2003

Documents:

Resolution 1244 (1999), Adopted by the Security Council at its 4011th meeting,
on 10 June 1999; available at: http://www.un.int/usa/sres1244.htm
Universal Declaration of Human Rights; available at: http://www.un.org/Overview/rights.html
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide; available at:
http://www.preventgenocide.org/law/convention/text.htm

Supplemental Readings:

Gareth Evans, ‘Cooperative Security and Intrastate Conflict,” Foreign Policy, Number 96 (Fall
1994), pp. 3-21

Samuel Huntington, ‘The Clash of Civilizations?’ Foreign Affairs, (Summer 1993), pp. 22-49

Francis M. Deng, Sovereignty as Responsibility: Conflict Management in Africa (Washington
D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1996)

Alain Destexhe, ‘The Third Genocide,” Foreign Policy, Number 97 (Winter 1994-95), pp.3-17

William W. Hagen, ‘The Balkans’ Lethal Nationalisms,” Foreign Affairs, (July/August 1999)

F. Stephen Larrabe, ‘Long Memories and Short Fuses: Change and Instability in the Balkans,’
International Security, 15:3 (Winter 1990-91), pp. 58-91

Michael Mandelbaum, ‘The Reluctance to Intervene,” Foreign Policy, Number 95 (Summer
1994), pp. 3-18

Memo Question: Is the control of civil conflict within sovereign states a general international interest?

April 3: The Legacy of Nuclear Weapons

Political termination of the Cold War and dissolution of the main conventional force confrontation in
central Europe did not fundamentally alter the operational pattern of nuclear weapons deployments but
did alter the political presumptions under which those operations are conducted. In reaction to an
attempted coup in the Soviet Union in 1991, most of the tactical nuclear weapons in American and
Russian forces were withdrawn from active deployment, and the United States largely terminated the alert
operations of its bomber forces. Those actions reflected the downgrading of extended deterrence missions
associated with the central conventional force confrontation, but basic deterrent missions were continued.
Those missions featured large scale retaliation to be directed primarily against the entire military
infrastructure of the opposing force. The capacity to initiate such attacks within a few minutes was to be
made continuously available. Russia and the United States continued to target their deterrent forces
primarily against each other. It was generally assumed, however, that aggressive inclinations had receded
and that deterrent force operations carried less of a burden than they had during the Cold War. It was also
quickly recognized that the managerial control of nuclear weapons deployments in Russia would
inevitably be substantially less robust than it had been in the Soviet Union.
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In response to the problem of managerial control, the United States actively mediated the removal of
Soviet nuclear weapons from Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine, so as to consolidate control of the
inherited arsenal in Russia. The United States also initiated a program of assistance to Russia to support
the dismantling of surplus weapons and to upgrade the physical protection of remaining weapons and of
the fissile materials out of which they are fabricated. The United States did not substantially diminish the
inherent threat that its deterrent forces present to Russia, however, and in fact has done more to intensify
that threat than to diminish it. It equipped its submarine force with advanced capacity to attack hard
targets; it continued active antisubmarine operations against the rapidly declining capacities of Russian
naval forces; it formally introduced advanced conventional weapon strike capabilities as an integral
element of deterrent operations; and it proclaimed the intention to deploy missile defenses and withdrew
from the ABM treaty. It also advanced a more assertive doctrine of use, suggesting that the United States
might initiate the use of nuclear weapons to prevent rogue states from acquiring them — a formulation that
could be considered to have unspoken implications for those that had already acquired them. Given stark
disparities in American and Russian military investment, these actions appear to make the Russian
deterrent force progressively more exposed to preemptive attack. The same actions also pose an even
greater threat on a more rapid schedule to the Chinese deterrent force.

The degree of legal restraint imposed on the current and projected deployment of nuclear forces by
the 2002 Moscow treaty is yet more permissive than it was under the provisions developed during the
Cold War. It is possible that a broad but as yet largely undefined process of political accommodation
might compensate for the weakening of legally binding restraint, but it would be imprudent to count on
that effect. The less benign prospect is that Chinese and Russian reactions to the intensifying pressures of
United States deterrent force operations might generate active confrontation focusing on space assets. The
simultaneous importance and vulnerability of space assets provides the best available strategic leverage to
counteract the developing imbalance in capability.

Readings:

Required:

National Academy Sciences, The Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy, (Washington,
D.C.: National Academy Press, 1997) 120 pp., at: http://bob.nap.edu/html/fun/

Harold A. Feiveson et al., The Nuclear Turning Point: A Blueprint for Deep Cuts and De-
Alerting of Nuclear Weapons, (Brookings, 1999), pp. 101-127; available at:
http://brookings.nap.edu/books/0815709536/html/101.html#pagetop

Keith B. Payne et al., Rationale and Requirements for U.S. Nuclear Forces, Vol. |
(January 2001); at: http://www.nipp.org/Adobe/volume%201%20complete.pdf

John Steinbruner and Jeffrey Lewis, ‘The Dark Legacy of the Cold War,” Daedalus
(Autumn 2002); available at: http://www.cissm.umd.edu/documents/daedalus.pdf

Steven E. Miller, ‘Skepticism Triumphant: The Bush Administration and the Waning of
Arms Control’, prepared for La Revue Internationale et Strategique, May 2003;
at: http://bcsia.ksg.harvard.edu/BCSIA_content/documents/Miller _Paris.pdf

Charles Glaser and Steve Fetter, “Counterforce Revisited: Assessing the Nuclear Posture
Review’s New Missions,” International Security 30:2 (Fall 2005), pp. 84-126; at:
http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v030/30.2glaser.pdf

Nathan Busch, “Russian Roulette: The Continuing Relevance of Russia to the Nuclear
Proliferation Debate,” Security Studies 11:3 (Spring 2002) pp. 44-90

Alexey Arbatov and VIadimir Dvorkin, “Revising Nuclear Deterrence,” CISSM Working
Paper (November 2005); especially pp. 7-13 and 86-103 at:
http://www.cissm.umd.edu/documents/Arbatov_Dvorkin.pdf
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Documents:

The National Security Strategy of the US, September 2002 (George W. Bush administration);
available at: http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html

President Bush Delivers Graduation Speech at West Point, June 2002; available at:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/06/20020601-3.html

Excerpts of the Nuclear Posture Review, December 2001; available at:
http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/policy/dod/npr.htm

Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty; available at:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/05/print/20020524-3.html

Remarks by President Bush and President Putin at Signing of Joint Declaration and Press
Availability (The Kremlin, Moscow, Russia); available at:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/05/20020524-10.html

Hearing of the Senate Armed Services Committee on the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty,
July 25, 2002; available at: http://justice.policy.net/ntrc/issue/sorthearing071702.pdf

National Intelligence Council, Annual Report to Congress on the Safety and Security of Russian
Nuclear Facilities and Military Forces (December 2004); available at:
http://www.cia.gov/nic/special_russiannuke04.html

Secretary of Energy Advisory Board, A Report Card on the Department of Energy's
Nonproliferation Programs with Russia, (‘Baker-Cutler Report’) (January 10, 2001);
available at: http://www.seab.energy.gov/publications/rusrpt.pdf

Statement of Ambassador Linton F. Brooks before the Senate Armed Services Committee
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces (March 24, 2004); available at:
http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/2004-Mar-24 SASC testimony-19Mar04.pdf.

Supplemental Readings:

Alexei Arbatov, ‘Appendix A: Deep Cuts and De-alerting: A Russian Perspective,” in
Feiveson et al., The Nuclear Turning Point (Brookings, 1999), pp. 305-324;

C. Paul Robinson, A White Paper: Pursuing a New Nuclear Weapons Policy for the 21%
Century (Sandia National Laboratories, March 22, 2001); available at:
http://www.sandia.gov/media/whitepaper/2001-04-Robinson.htm

Stephen M. Younger, Nuclear Weapons in the Twenty-First Century LAUR-00-2850
(Los Alamos National Laboratory, June 27, 2000); available at:
http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/usa/doctrine/doe/younger.htm.

Keith B. Payne, “The Nuclear Posture Review: Setting the Record Straight,” The
Washington Quarterly (Summer 2005), pp. 135-151, at:
http://www.twg.com/05summer/docs/05summer_payne.pdf

Vladimir Orlov, Roland Timerbaev, and Anton Khlopkov, Nuclear Nonproliferation in
U.S.-Russian Relations: Challenges and Opportunities PIR Library Series, 2002,
at: http://www.pircenter.org/english/publications/otkh-chapl1-3.pdf

Matthew Bunn and Anthony Weir, Securing the Bomb 2005: The New Global Imperatives (May
2005) http://bcsia.ksg.harvard.edu/besia_content/documents/securing_the _bomb2005.pdf

Current Nuclear Forces Worldwide: http://www.thebulletin.org/issues/nukenotes/nukenote.html

Memo Question: What is the appropriate priority of interest among preserving deterrence, threatening
pre-emption, and assuring strict managerial control over the disposition of nuclear weapons?
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April 10: Asian Security Arrangements

Throughout the Cold War, Asia was a secondary locus of the global alliance confrontation. The
disposition of conventional forces on the Korean peninsula was the next most important focus of hostile
engagement after the central front in Europe, but it was never considered to be either as immediately
threatening or as strategically significant. The United States alliance structure in Asia was bilateral rather
than multilateral in character reflecting the judgment that war was unlikely to occur there on theater wide
scale. Soviet forces were concentrated in Europe and were deployed in holding positions in Asia. Chinese
forces were not configured for power projection. As normalization of relations between the United States
and China proceeded in the wake of the Vietnam war, the sense of confrontation diminished in Asia more
rapidly than it did in Europe. The process of internal transformation was controlled from the top in China
as it proceeded more spontaneously, and in political terms at least, more radically in the Soviet Union and
in Eastern Europe. China never allowed military investment to be the economic burden that the Soviet
Union did. In the aftermath of transformation in Europe, Korea emerged by default as the major
remaining location where combined arms warfare might be initiated on short notice and significant scale.
It was obvious, however, that that contingency was not comparably demanding.

The major security question in Asia has to do with the character of the United States relationship
with China in the transformed situation. Basic political accommodation and a reasonably extensive degree
of economic engagement have not been accompanied by an authoritative determination as to whether the
two countries are engaged in a refined form of military confrontation or alternatively whether the process
of accommodation can be effectively extended to the security relationship. There is an evident inclination
in the United States to project China as an eventual military opponent — certainly the most plausible and
perhaps the only candidate at the moment for the role of major peer competitor. There is an evident
inclination in China to work out terms of accommodation that would relieve China of the very
considerable financial and technical burden of developing the military capacity that would be required to
compete with the United States. In China’s estimation, the situation in Taiwan and the implications of
United States military development give some considerable urgency to the underlying question. The basis
for a mutually acceptable resolution of the issue is not immediately apparent in the current policies of
either country.

It also seems apparent that Asian security will be affected by a transformation of the situation on
the Korean peninsula that must be presumed to be reasonably imminent. Despite its unusually belligerent
historical behavior, North Korea has given significant indication over the past decade of a desire for
political, economic, and security accommodation. Despite the notorious opaqueness of its internal
deliberations, the reasons are not difficult to impute. Whether or not it is actually achieved, a negotiated
accommodation that would effectively dissolve the residual military confrontation and would open the
country to international engagement is certainly a plausible option. In the absence of that, the social
equivalent of spontaneous combustion is also conceivable. The eventual outcome and the means by which
it occurs are likely to have substantial effect on the United States relationship with China and on general
security relationships in the region.

Readings:

Required:

Bruce Cumings, Parallax Visions: Making Sense of American-East Asian Relations at the End of
the Century, (Duke University Press, 1999), pp. 121-171

Information Office of the State Council (PRC), China’s National Defense in 2004, (December
2004); at: http://english.people.com.cn/whitepaper/defense2004/defense2004.html

20



Department of Defense, FY 2005 Annual Report on the Military Power of the People’s Republic
of China; available at: http://www.dod.mil/news/Jul2005/d20050719china.pdf

Harold Brown, et al., “Chinese Military Power: Report of an Independent Task Force,” Council on
Foreign Relations (2003); available at:
http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/China_TF.pdf

University of Chicago, Report of the Task Force on U.S.-Korea Policy (2003); available at:
http://www.nautilus.org/DPRKBriefingBook/uspolicy/Point-
KoreaTaskForceSpecialReport.pdf

Lanxin Xiang, ‘China’s Eurasia Experiment,” Survival 46:2 (Summer 2004) pp. 109-121

Gu Guoliang, ‘Redefine Cooperative Security, Not Preemption,” The Washington Quarterly,
(Spring 2003); available at: http://www.twg.com/03spring/docs/03spring_gu.pdf

Aaron Friedberg, “The Future of U.S.-China Relations,” International Security 30:2 (Fall 2005),
pp. 7-45, at: http://mitpress.mit.edu/journals/pdf/1S3002_pp007-045.pdf

Lew Kwang-chul, “Don’t Just Trust, Verify — Dismantling North Korea’s Nuclear Program,”
Arms Control Today (May 2004) at: http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_05/Lew.asp

‘The Far Eastern Region,” pp. 174-183 in A.A. Kokoshin, ed. Between the Past and the Future:
Russia in the Transatlantic Context (Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow 2001)

Documents:

China's National Defense (Beijing: Information Office of the State Council of the People's
Republic of China, 2000)

The Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation (1997); available at:
http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/quideline2.html

Japan Defense Agency, Defense of Japan, English Summary (2001); available at:
http://www.jda.go.jp/e/pab/wp2001/index.html

Korean Ministry of National Defense, Defense Data and Statistics 2001; available at:
http://www.mnd.go.kr/english/htm1/02/2001/index.html

Chronology of U.S.-North Korean Nuclear and Missile Diplomacy; available at:
http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/dprkchron.asp?print

Supplemental Readings:

David A. Shlapak, David T. Orletsky, and Barry A. Wilson, Dire Strait? Military Aspects of the
China-Taiwan Confrontation and Options for U.S. Policy, (RAND, 2000) pp.47-57;
available at: http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1217/

Michael O’Hanlon, ‘Can China Conquer Taiwan?’ International Security, 25:2 (Fall 2000) 51-86;
available at: http://www.brook.edu/views/articles/ohanlon/2000fall_1S.pdf

Michael O'Hanlon, *Stopping a North Korean Invasion: Why Defending South Korea is Easier
than the Pentagon Thinks,’_International Security, 22:4 (Spring 1998), 135-170

Jonathan D. Pollack, ‘Appendix A: The Changing Political-Military Environment: Northeast
Asia,” in Zalmay Khalilzad, et al., The United States and Asia: Toward a New U.S.
Strategy and Force Posture, MR-1315-AF (2001); available at:
http://www.rand.org/publications/yMR/MR1315/MR1315.appa.pdf

Michael Green (Director), Independent Task Force Report: Managing Change on the Korean
Peninsula (Council on Foreign Relations, 1998) at:
http://www.cfr.org/publication.html?id=119

Memo Question: Can military confrontation between the United States and China be prevented?
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April 17: General Security Engagement in the Middle East

From the moment that the state of Israel was formed, its security and general well being have
been a major concern for the United States, and in the wars that were fought in 1948, 1967, and 1973, the
possibility of a military confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union hovered in the
background. Neither of the Cold War protagonists ever became as directly engaged in military terms,
however, as they were in Europe and Asia. Nor were they as indirectly engaged as they were in the more
prominent proxy battles. There was an underlying imbalance in commitment, moreover, since the region
did not have the domestic resonance or strategic significance to the Soviet Union that it had for the United
States. On the whole, the alliance confrontation of the Cold War period bypassed the Middle East.
Moreover, the economic shocks resulting from the strategically directed oil price increases and embargo
actions in 1973 and again in 1979 were absorbed without any attempted resort to military power to
mitigate or reverse them. The war between Iran and Irag was fought without substantial external military
involvement other than arms shipments which appear to have been induced more by commercial
opportunity than by any security calculation.

Significant direct involvement of United States military forces in the region was triggered by
Irag’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990 and the subsequent military campaign to reverse that action. Over the
following decade, United States forces and other military units from the original coalition continuously
engaged in a policy of active containment in order to prevent any repeated aggression by Irag or the
acquisition of advanced weapons that might confer the capacity for intimidation. Active containment
involved combat air patrols to restrict Iragi use of its own air space and naval patrols to enforce
commercial trade restrictions imposed to induce compliance with the UN resolutions issued at the end of
the 1991. Under the label “dual containment,” the United States extended the policy to Iran as well, but
without the active military enforcement applied to Irag. In 2003, the George W. Bush administration
repudiated the policy of active containment as it applied to Irag, occupied the country by force, and
deposed the ruling government. It did so having failed to secure UN authorization for the action. That
development has intensified and redefined United States military involvement in the region with
implications yet to be determined.

Readings:

Required:

Douglas Little, American Orientalism: The United States and the Middle East since 1945
(University of North Carolina Press, 2002), pp. 117-155

Shibley Telhami, The Stakes: America and the Middle East (Westview, 2002 and 2004), pp. 95-
166 and pp. 185-195

David Kay, “Iraq and U.S. Nonproliferation Policy,” pp. 107-126 in Janne E. Nolan, et al., eds.,
Ultimate Security: Combating Weapons of Mass Destruction (The Century Foundation
Press, 2003)

Arms Control Association, “Searching for the Truth about Irag’s WMD: An Interview with David
Kay,” (March 2004) at: http://www.armscontrol.org/aca/midmonth/2004/March/Kay.asp

Kenneth M. Pollack, ‘Saving Irag: A Plan for Winning the Peace in 2005, pp. 49-67 in Flynt
Leverett, ed., The Road Ahead: Middle East Policy in the Bush Administration’s Second
Term, Brookings Institution Press, 2005

Toby Dodge, ‘Iragi Transitions: from Regime Change to State Collapse’, Third World Quarterly,
Vol. 26, No. 4-5, 2005, pp 705-721

National Security Council, “National Strategy for Victory in Irag,” (November 2005) at:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/infocus/irag/iraq_strategy nov2005.html
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Documents:

U.S. Department of Defense, Final Report To Congress, Conduct Of The Persian Gulf War,
Pursuant To Title V Of The Persian Gulf Conflict Supplemental Authorization And
Personnel Benefits Act Of 1991 (Public Law 102-25) (April 1992); available at:
http://www.ndu.edu/library/epubs/cpgw.pdf

S/Res/687 of 03/04/1991 Cease-fire and establishment and mandate of UNSCOM; available at:
http://www.un.org/Depts/unscom/unscmdoc.htm

S/Res/688 (April 5, 1991) condemning Iraqi repression of its citizens; available at:

http://www.un.org/Depts/unscom/unscmdoc.htm

S/Res/1284 of 17/12/1999 Replacement of UNSCOM by UNMOVIC; available at:

http://www.un.org/Depts/unscom/unscmdoc.htm

UN Security Council Resolution 1483 (on the future of Irag), May 22, 2003, available at:

http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/issues/irag/document/2003/0522resolution.htm
Other Security Council documents are available at:
http://www.un.org/documents/scres.htm

United States Department of State, A Performance-Based Roadmap to a Permanent Two-State
Solution to the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict (April 30, 2002); available at:
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2003/20062.htm

Supplemental readings:

Robert H. Scales, Jr., Certain Victory: United States Army in the Gulf War (Brassey's, 1997)

Michael R. Gordon and Bernard E. Trainor, The Generals' War: The Inside Story of the Conflict
in the Gulf (Boston: Little, Brown, 1995)

George Bush and Brent Scowcroft, A World Transformed (Random House, 1998) pp. 302-333,
450-487

Douglas M. Englund (director for operations, UNSCOM), ‘Lessons for Disarmament from the
Experiences of UNSCOM,’ in Steven Mataija and J. Marshall Beier, eds. Multilateral
Verification and the Post-Gulf Environment: Learning from the UNSCOM Experience
(Toronto: Center for International and Strategic Studies, York University, 1992)

Richard Perle et al, A Clean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Realm (The Institute for
Advanced Strategic and Political Studies, 1996); available at:
http://www.israeleconomy.org/strat1.htm

Joseph Cirincione, et al., WMD in Iraq: Evidence and Implications, Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace (January 2004); available at:
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=1435&prog=zg
p&proj=znpp

Larry Diamond, ‘What went Wrong in Iraq’, Foreign Affairs, September/October 2004

“Measuring Stability and Security in Irag,” DOD Report to Congress, October 2005, at:
http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/20051013 publication OSSRF.pdf

“Iraq Index Tracking Variables of Reconstruction & Security in Post-Saddam lIraq” at:
http://www.brookings.edu/iragindex (updated regularly)

Derek Chollet and James M. Goldgeier, “The Faulty Premises of the Next Marshall Plan,” The
Washington Quarterly (Winter 2005-6); available at:
http://www.twqg.com/06winter/docs/O6winter_chollet.pdf

Memo question: What implications for regional security can the forceful change of government in Iraq be
expected to have?
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April 24: Projected Proliferation

The technologies that provide the basis for weapons of mass destruction are widely understood to
include those relating to nuclear explosives, chemical agents and biological pathogens. The inherent
danger, the threat of proliferation, and the state of control are substantially different for each of these
technologies, however. In practical terms the differences are more significant than the similarities.

Nuclear weapons have by far the largest potential for physical destruction, but the fissile material
required to generate an explosive chain reaction is difficult to acquire. The production of fissile material
involves a chain of industrial activities that are generally quite visible, all stages of which have been
subjected from the outset to national systems of accounting and physical control reinforced by
international scrutiny. The degree of control actually achieved is not considered to be adequate,
particularly not in Russia, but the regime of control formalized by the NPT is the principal foundation for
the control of mass destruction technologies.

Given the broad accessibility of fissionable material and the inherently discriminatory character of the
NPT regime, it is notable that all but four countries in the world formally adhere to the treaty. In addition
to the eight countries that are considered to have immediate nuclear weapons capability only two — Iran
and North Korea — are believed to be actively attempting to acquire it. Since the end of the Cold War, the
NPT regime has been significantly strengthened by the adherence of France and China; by the agreed
resettlement of Soviet nuclear weapons out of Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine, and their accession to
the NPT as non-nuclear weapons states; by South Africa’s renunciation and elimination of six
clandestinely acquired nuclear weapons; by an advanced inspection protocol promulgated by the IAEA in
reaction to Iraq’s evasion of the earlier inspection procedure; by the 1994 agreement to terminate
construction at North Korea’s nuclear materials production complex, and by the indefinite extension of
the NPT. The situation in South Asia, however — the assertive testing of nuclear weapons by India and
Pakistan, their declared intentions to undertake active deployments, and the tension between them over
Kashmir — put significant pressure on the regime. So did North Korea’s announced withdrawal from the
NPT in January of 2003, its apparent threat to proceed with a weapons program, and widespread
suspicion that Iran is pursuing a weapons program within the legal framework of the NPT. There was
internal pressure as well. At the 2000 NPT review conference, a series of expectations were imposed
regarding progress toward eventual elimination of nuclear weapons that were starkly contradicted by the
subsequent evolution of United States nuclear weapons policy. The 2005 NPT review conference was not
able even to address, let alone resolve, any of the substantive issues. In all, the basic principle of mutual
restraint still appears to be strong, but a radical breakdown of the entire NPT regime is also considered to
be a possibility.

Chemical weapons are much less of a danger and are currently subjected to a more categorical form
of control. They are a threat to human lives but not to physical infrastructure, and the degree of the threat
is roughly proportional to the volume of material that would be used. Chemical weapons are banned by
the CWC, and the ban is supported by an inspection arrangement, which in legal terms is the most
developed of all the control arrangements. The CWC does not yet have the nearly universal adherence
achieved for the NPT, however, and implementation of the legal inspection arrangements is still a work in
progress. In all, the proliferation of chemical weapons is a significant concern yet to be fully mastered,
but not a threat of magnitude comparable to nuclear weapons.

Biological pathogens do not threaten physical infrastructure, but they do threaten human lives in
principle and in historically demonstrated fact to a unique extent. One can coherently imagine hundreds of
thousands of people at risk from a particularly malicious use of chemical agents. Widely accepted
calculations suggest that tens of millions are at risk from implementation of the nuclear war plans
prepared by Russia and the United States. The 1918 influenza killed somewhere between 20 and 40
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million people worldwide. In principle, the techniques of modern biology have made it feasible to
construct a human pathogen that would put hundreds of millions of lives at risk or plant and animal
pathogens that might devastate major segments of the agricultural economy. Because of the way
biological pathogens work, they do not provide an especially compelling basis for weapons in the
traditional sense of the term, but they do present the most serious potential threat of mass destruction
currently known. The process that generates that threat is so intimately entangled in fundamental science
and medical practice that it cannot be effectively controlled by the methods currently applied to nuclear
weapons. There is good reason to believe that the inherent threat of biotechnology will be the occasion for
devising new methods of control based upon forced transparency and active monitoring. In principle
those techniques might also be used to achieve much more effective control over fissile materials and
chemical agents as well.

Readings:
Required:

James Goodby and Sidney Drell, The Gravest Danger: Nuclear Weapons (Stanford University,
2003), especially pp. 47-75, 81-87, and 94-95

NPT 1995 Principles and Objectives: http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt1995.htm#02

NPT 2000 Nuclear Disarmament Plan of Action: http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2000.htm

White House, National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (December 2002);
available at: http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/12/WMDStrategy.pdf

Wyn Q. Bowen and Joanna Kidd, ‘The Iranian Nuclear Challenge,” International Affairs, 2, 2004,
pp.257-276

Jonathan Pollack, ‘The United States, North Korea, and the End of the Agreed Framework,’
Naval War College Review 56:3 (Summer 2003) pp.11-49; available at:
http://www.nwc.navy.mil/press/Review/2003/Summer/pdfs/art1-su3.pdf

Dr. Mohamed ElBaradei, ‘Saving Ourselves from Self Destruction’, 12 February 2004; available
at: http://www.iaea.or.at/NewsCenter/Statements/2004/ebNYT20040212.html

Rebecca Johnson, “Politics and Protection: Why the 2005 NPT Review Conference Failed,”
Disarmament Diplomacy 80 (Autumn 2005); available at:
http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd80/80npt.htm

Documents:

Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty; available at: http://www.ctbto.org/treaty/treaty text.pdf

Committee on Technical Issues Related to Ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty, Committee on International Security and Arms Control, National Academy of
Sciences, Technical Issues Related to the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
(Washington D.C.: National Academy Press, 2002) ppl1-12

Final Document Issued by 2000 NPT Review Conference (May 20, 2000); available at:
http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/npt/docs/finaldoc.htm

New Agenda Coalition, ‘Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons’, New Agenda
Position Paper, (April 2002)

International Atomic Energy Agency, Model Protocol Additional To The Agreement(s) Between
State(s) and The International Atomic Energy Agency For The Application Of
Safeguards, INFCIRC/540; available at:
www.iaea.org/Publications/Documents/Infcircs/1998/infcirc540corrected.pdf

International Atomic Energy Agency, Safeguards, Non-Proliferation and the Peaceful Uses of
Nuclear Energy 99-02834/FS-04/Rev.1 (1999)
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Agreed Framework Between The United States Of America and The Democratic People’s
Republic Of Korea (Geneva, October 21, 1994); available at:
http://www.kedo.org/pdfs/AgreedFramework.pdf

Supplemental Readings:

Joseph Cirincione, et al., Deadly Arsenals: Tracking Weapons of Mass Destruction, 2" ed,
(Washington, DC, Brookings Institution Press, 2005)

George Perkovich, et al., Universal Compliance: A Strategy for Nuclear Security (Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, June 2004) available at: http://www.ceip.org/strategy

Peter Feaver, “The Theory-Policy Debate in Political Science and Nuclear Proliferation,”
National Security Studies Quarterly (Summer 1999), pp. 69-82

Jayantha Dhanapala, ‘Multilateralism and the Future of the Global Nuclear Nonproliferation
Regime,” The Nonproliferation Review (Fall 2001) pp. 1-8; available at:
http://disarmament.un.org/speech/nprvwfall01.pdf

Office of the Secretary of Defense, Proliferation: Threat and Response (January 2001); available
at: http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/ptr20010110.pdf

Commission to Assess the Organization of the Federal Government to Combat the Proliferation
of Weapons of Mass Destruction (‘Deutch Commission’) (July 1999); available at:
http://www.fas.org/spp/starwars/program/deutch/11910book.pdf

Rebecca Johnson, ‘Is the NPT up to the Challenge of proliferation’; available at:
http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt

Jonathan B. Tucker, ‘The Chemical Weapons Convention: Has It Enhanced U.S. Security?” Arms
Control Today (April 2001); available at:
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2001 _04/tucker.asp

William J. Perry, Review of United States Policy toward North Korea: Findings and
Recommendations (‘Perry Report’) (Washington D.C.: October 12, 1999); available at:
http://www.state.gov/wwwi/regions/eap/991012 northkorea_rpt.html

National Intelligence Council, Conference Report: North Korea’s Engagement - Perspectives,
Outlook, and Implications (February 23, 2001); available at:
http://www.cia.gov/nic/confreports_northkorea.html

Sharon Squassoni, ‘Iran’s Nuclear Prgram: Recent Developments,” CRS Report to Congress,
November 23, 2005; available at; http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RS21592.pdf

Sharon Squassoni, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: How Soon an Arsenal?’ CRS Report to
Congress (July 29, 2005), available at http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RS21391.pdf

Memo Question: Can the process of proliferation be effectively controlled or must security policies be
based on the eventual failure of control?

May 1: The Problem of Terrorism

As experienced to date, terrorism is a tactic used by the inherently weak against the inherently strong.
The implicit purpose is to provoke a self-destructive reaction from the superior opponent. It is the
equivalent of an autoimmune disease. Because of the imbalance in capacity that generates it, the
phenomenon of terrorism has naturally limiting features. Terrorists that operate too frequently or too
destructively are usually destroyed by their superior opponent before the intended self-destructive effects
run their course. Over the past seven years the global number of casualties attributed to terrorism is five
times less than the average murder rate in the United States alone. In terms of its directly destructive
effects, terrorism is a minor social problem. In order to elevate it into a major international security
concern, one has to assume either the capacity to provoke highly disproportionate self-destructive effects,
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or an integral connection to the much more destructive phenomenon of civil violence, or the dedication
and ability of terrorists to use one of the two major mass destruction agents — nuclear explosives or an
advanced pathogen.

The first of these possibilities depends largely on the internal discipline of the victim — a fact that it is
important for the United States to ponder in the wake of the 9/11 attacks. The second reinforces the topic
of civil violence as an emerging security concern but does not appear to add any special requirements. It
can be said therefore that the problem largely reduces to the third possibility, in effect giving additional
impetus to the importance of working out generally equitable international security arrangements and
especially to the development of advanced methods for controlling proliferation. Although there has been
no actual example or documented attempt as yet, effective terrorist use of mass destruction technology
would be a monumental problem. The relentless pressure of that possibility can be expected to have a
meaningful effect over time on the entire pattern of international security relationships.

Readings:

Required:

Bruce Hoffman, Inside Terrorism (Columbia University Press, New York, 1998), pp. 13-45, pp.
87-131, pp. 185-207

Audrey Kurth Cronin, “Transnational Terrorism and Security,” pp. 279-304 in Michael E. Brown,
ed., Grave New World (Georgetown U. Press, 2003)

David Tucker, ‘Responding to Terrorism,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 21, Number 1
(Winter 1998), pp. 103-117

Brian Michael Jenkins, “Redefining the Enemy,” Rand Review (Spring 2004), pp. 16-23, at:
http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/spring2004/enemy.html

Raphael Perl, “Terrorism and National Security: Issues and Trends,” CRS Issue Brief for
Congress (Updated September 8, 2005), http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/terror/IB10119.pdf

Documents:

National Strategy for Homeland Security, Office of Homeland Security, July 2002; available at:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/homeland/book/index.html

National Strategy for Combating Terrorism, The White House, February 20, 2003; available at:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2003/02/20030214-7.html

The 9/11 Commission Report; available at:
http://www.9-11commission.gov/report/911Report.pdf

State Department, “Country Reports on Terrorism 2004”; available at:
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/45313.pdf

Supplemental Readings:

Paul K. Davis, Brian Michael Jenkins, Deterrence and Influence in Counterterrorism. A
Component in the War on al Qaeda (Rand, National Defense Research Institute, 2002);
available at: http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1619/MR1619.pdf

Background Information on terrorism; available at: www.cfrterrorism.org/index/ -

University of Michigan Documents Center; available at:
http://www.lib.umich.edu/govdocs/usterror.html

Statement of Raymond J. Decker (Director, Defense Capabilities and Management), ‘Combating
Terrorism: Observations on National Strategies Related to Terrorism’, March 3, 2003
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Alan B. Kruger and Daniel D. Laitin, “Misunderestimating Terrorism: The State Department’s
Big Mistake’, Foreign Affairs 83:5, (September/October 2004)

Memo Question: Should the threat of terrorism be a primary international security priority?

May 8: Catalytic Issues

It is reasonable to assume that international security arrangements are still in the process of
adjusting to the change in circumstance associated with the end of the Cold War and the general process
of globalization. There is as yet an unresolved debate about the nature of the adjustment. Those who
believe in historical continuity tend to focus on the dominance of American military power to look for the
eventual rise of a competitor to restore a system of confrontational balance. Those who perceive more
fundamental transformation in progress tend to anticipate the protective elaboration of the general rule of
law. As a practical matter, it is doubtful that debate will be decisively resolved anytime soon, if ever. But
some evolution of international security arrangements will surely occur, and the debate over fundamentals
will play out in the context of specific issues.

One can anticipate that problems relating both to the legacy of nuclear weapons and to the evolution
of conventional force deployments will be embedded in discussions over space policy. The problems of
proliferation will predictably feature evolving arrangements for protecting fissionable material and for
regulating biotechnology. One can expect or at least hope that international response to indigenous civil
conflict will become progressively more refined. As these substantive issues are dealt with, general
international security will be disproportionately affected by the evolution of relations between the United
States and five countries that are currently outside of its alliance system — Russia, China, India, Iran, and
North Korea. And finally, the entire agenda is likely to be affected by the extended implications of the
United States occupation of Iraq.

Readings:
Required:

Condoleezza Rice, “Remarks at Georgetown School of Foreign Service,” January 18, 2006, at:
http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2006/59306.htm
John R. Bolton, ‘Should We Take Global Governance Seriously?’ Chicago Journal of
International Law 205 (Fall 2000), pp. 205-221
Stephen M. Walt, “In the National Interest: a New Grand Strategy for American Foreign Policy,”
(February/March 2005) http://www.bostonreview.net/BR30.1/walt.html
Report of the Secretary General’s High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, A More
Secure World, December 2004, at: http://www.un.org/secureworld/
John Steinbruner and Nancy Gallagher, ‘Constructive Transformation: an Alternative Vision of
Global Security,” Daedelus (June 2004)
Igor Ivanov, ‘“The New Russian Identity: Innovation and Continuity in Russian Foreign Policy,’
The Washington Quarterly, Volume 24, Number 3 (Summer 2001)

Supplemental Readings:

Condoleezza Rice, ‘Promoting the National Interest,” Foreign Affairs 79:1 (January/February
2000), pp.45-62

Igor S. Ivanov, The New Russian Diplomacy (Washington D.C.: The Brookings Institution, April
2002)
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