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Abstract

By Mary H. Cooper

Should the U.S. launch pre-emptive strikes?

After the Cold War, the Pentagon began downsizing its forces and 

developing high-tech mobile weapons designed to deal with “rogue” states like Iraq —less powerful than the Soviet juggernaut but still able to attack the United States and its allies. But the Sept. 11

terrorist attacks forced Pentagon planners back to the drawing board to 

develop new strategies and weapons. Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld wants to further transform the military to enable it to counter emerging threats from unconventional forces like the Al

Qaeda Islamic terrorist organization. Meanwhile, President Bush is 

considering a pre-emptive strike against Iraqi President Saddam Hussein, but most U.S. allies oppose unilateral action.

U.S. special-operations forces patrol in northern Afghanistan, 

where  they used several innovations in military hardware and tactics during Operation Enduring Freedom, including the use of laser range-finders and global positioning system equipment to help pilots home in

on targets. Now special-ops forces may be used to capture or kill 

Al Qaeda leaders. (AP Photo/Darko Bandic)

Overview

During the Cold War, the U.S. military amassed an arsenal of 

unprecedented power, including thousands of nuclear weapons, bombers, aircraft carriers, tanks and submarines. But nothing about the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks on New York City and the Pentagon corresponded to the conventional, doomsday war scenarios anticipated by the Pentagon —

a Soviet land invasion of Europe or nuclear missile attack against the United States. Nevertheless, President George W. Bush responded to the attacks in a conventional manner. He declared a “war on terrorism” and sought international support for military action. Then he mounted a U.S.-British offensive against the alleged mastermind of the

attacks, Saudi exile Osama bin Laden, his Islamic terrorist 

organization Al Qaeda and its Taliban supporters in Afghanistan. [1]

Although Operation Enduring Freedom used some of the Pentagon’s 

most sophisticated new communications systems and “smart” weapons, many Al Qaeda leaders escaped capture. The operation succeeded in toppling the Taliban, but Bush’s larger war on terrorism continues amid questions about U.S. preparedness for such unconventional combat.

Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld calls for transforming the 

military to enable it tocounter “asymmetric” threats from unconventional forces like the Al Qaeda Islamic terrorist

organization. The administration also promises to seek 

congressional approval for a pre-emptive strike against Iraq’s Saddam Hussein, who President Bush says is developing weapons of mass destruction. AFP Photo/Tim Sloan “As the cliche goes, the generals are always preparing for the last war,” says Ranan R. Lurie, a senior associate at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). “But there will never be a war that is so different from previous wars 

as this one is, and we would be extremely irresponsible not to recognize that fact.”

But a year after Sept. 11, it is still unclear how the attacks will 

affect U.S. defense policy. In his first effort to adapt strategy and weaponry to a rapidly changing international security

environment, Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld emphasized the 

need to “deter and defeat” unconventional adversaries like bin Laden. He called for a stronger homeland defense and preparations for countering “asymmetric” warfare — unconventional attacks by

forces, like Al Qaeda, which cannot match the United States’ 

military strength on the battlefield. [2]Indeed, the Sept. 11 hijackers were not regular soldiers, and their commanders acted on behalf of no recognized government.

Since the attacks, Bush has requested, and obtained from Congress, 

an immediate infusion of money to conduct the war on terrorism. For next year, the Senate last month approved a record $355.4 billion military-spending measure for fiscal 2003 — a 10 percent, or $34.4

billion, increase over 2002.* The bill is expected to emerge almost 

intact from a conference committee charged with reconciling it with a $354.7 billion House-passed measure. [3]

Rumsfeld’s Pentagon is forging ahead with efforts to build what 

Rumsfeld says will be a more flexible, mobile military capable of using the latest technology to quash the kinds of asymmetric warfare likely to threaten national security in the future.

“Big institutions aren’t swift on their feet,” Rumsfeld said on 

Sept. 3. “They’re ponderous and clumsy and slow.” A terrorist organization, meanwhile, “watches how  you’re behaving and

then alters and adjusts at relatively little cost, [in] relatively 

little time, [with] relatively little training to those incremental changes we make in how we do things.” [4]

The solution, Rumsfeld said, is to change the way the U.S. military 

does things. “Business as usual won’t do it,” he said.

In the process, Rumsfeld is planning to scuttle some traditional 

weapons, such as the Crusader, a heavy cannon designed for old-style battlefield combat. Eliminating the $11 billion program — which is already under way — may be the first of several major changes

in ongoing weapons systems. The latest “defense planning guidance,” 

which lays out the administration’s defense investment priorities for fiscal 2004-2009, calls for the review —and possible elimination — of several other major systems now considered outmoded for future combat scenarios. Aside from the expanded spending bill, however, there are few signs that the attacks have prompted major defense-policy changes. “Although Sept. 11 has created a greater sense of threat and a greater willingness to spend money on national security, the long-term plans of

the military establishment’s senior policymakers have changed relatively little in response toSept. 11,” says Loren B. Thompson, a defense analyst at the Lexington Institute, a think tank in Arlington, Va. “Judging from the defense planning guidance, what 

they’re trying to achieve and what priorities they plan to pursue are remarkably similar to the goals and terminology used prior to Sept. 11.” Bush’s most visible defense-related initiative is his proposed 

Department of Homeland Security — a massive, $34.7 billion undertaking to merge some 170,000 federal workers from 22 agencies into a new, Cabinet-level agency dedicated to protecting the United States

from terrorist attack. [5]“But that is almost entirely separate from the military establishment,” Thompson says. “Defense spending has increased, but for the most part not because of Sept. 11. So it is

somewhat misleading to think that the surge in money for homeland 

security is synonymous with increased defense spending.”

But others warn against radical changes in the Pentagon’s ongoing 

effort to transform the military. “There is danger in taking an overly militarized view of the war on terrorism,” says Joseph Nye, dean of Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. “It’s

important to realize that the military is only a part of what is 

needed to protect against terrorism, and maybe not even the dominant part.”

Nye, who served as assistant Defense secretary for international 

security affairs under former President Bill Clinton, says the attacks did not significantly change the nature of emerging post-Cold War threats to U.S. security — such as the possibility that Iraq may be

developing nuclear weapons. “We have to have an intelligent defense 

strategy” to deal with such threats, he says.

In fact, Bush’s call for unilateral U.S. action to effect “regime 

change” in Iraq represents one of the major shifts in the administration’s military policy. Bush  says he will considerpre-emptive strikes against any states or terrorist groups trying 

to develop nuclear, biological or chemical weapons — so-called weapons of mass destruction — that could be used against the United States.

“We must . . . confront the worst threats before they emerge,” Bush 

told the graduating class of West Point on June 1. “In the world we have entered, the only path to safety is the pathof action. And this nation will act.”

Pre-emptive strike proposals stem from frustration over the U.S. 

military’s inability to prevent the Sept. 11 attacks as well as from fear that in the era of the suicide bomber, America’s longstanding strategy of deterrence may not be enough.

“Most countries are deterred from attacking us, even if they have 

nuclear weapons, by the fact that we also have nuclear weapons and could do considerable damage to them,” says Peter W. Galbraith, a professor at the National War College, which trains senior Pentagon

officers. But Al Qaeda has “no return address,” he points out. “If 

they smuggle [a nuclear weapon] in and blow it up in Washington or New York, we can do nothing to hit back except what we’ve been trying to do, apparently unsuccessfully, for the last year, which is to

get Mr. bin Laden, dead or alive.”

Bush enjoyed widespread bipartisan support for his military actions 

in Afghanistan following the Sept. 11 attacks. But his recent calls for ousting President Saddam Hussein of Iraq, absent overt aggression against the United States, have raised lawmakers’ concerns. Senate

Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Joseph R. Biden Jr., D-Del., 

held a hearing on the issue just before lawmakers returned home for the August recess. “I want [administration officials] to define their objectives in Iraq,” Biden said. “I want to know what scenarios there

are for eliminating the chemical and biological weapons that Iraq may 

use if we attack. I’d like to know how important our allies are in this.” [6]

In response to such concerns, Bush announced on Sept. 3 he would 

not take action before seeking the approval of Congress. Later, he discussed his concerns about Iraq with leaders from Britain, France, Russia, China and other nations. As lawmakers debate the nation’s post-9/11 defense policy, these are some of the issues being considered:

Should the United States adopt a pre-emptive strike doctrine?

President Bush has described Iraq, Iran and North Korea as part of 

an “axis of evil” bent on destroying the United States and its allies. Iraqi President Hussein has risen to the top of that list, the administration says, because he has biological and chemical 

weapons, is developing nuclear weapons and apparently supports anti-U.S. terrorist groups.

The president’s father, former President George Bush, ousted Iraq from Kuwait in 1991 but stopped short of invading Baghdad and going after Hussein. [7]He defied a United Nations resolution mandating inspections of suspected Iraqi nuclear, biological and chemical weapons production sites — a provision of the peace agreement Iraq signed when it surrendered. And Iraq is suspected of continuing to develop weapons of mass destruction despite U.N. economic sanctions intended to force Hussein to readmit weapons inspectors. Since the Persian Gulf War, the U.S. has sought to prevent further Iraqi aggression. Britain and the United States have enforced “no-fly” zones designed to keep 

Iraqi forces out of northern and southern regions of the country, home to persecuted Kurdish and Shiite Muslim populations. But after the Sept. 11 attacks, the administration turned up the 

rhetorical heat against Iraq. “It’s the stated policy of this government to have a regime change,” Bush said on July 8.

“And we’ll use all the tools at our disposal to do so.” Earlier 

this year, the president reportedly signed an order directing the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) to initiate a

covert program to overthrow Hussein. [8]

To justify such an offensive, the administration articulated a new 

pre-emptive doctrine allowing the president to initiate military action — without congressional approval — against so-called rogue states with weapons of mass destruction. “Deterrence — the promise of massive retaliation against nations — means nothing against shadowy terrorist networks with no nation or citizens to defend,” the president said at West Point. “If we wait for threats to fully materialize, we will have 

waited too long. [O]ur security will require all Americans to . . . be ready for pre-emptive action when necessary to defend our liberty and to defend our lives.”

In fact, pre-emption isn’t a new doctrine, says the war college’s 

Galbraith. “It’s long been the case that if we thought that someone was about to attack the United States we would take action against them,” he says. “This is an evil regime that has practiced genocide against its own people, would do it again if unrestrained and certainly is 

going to cheat on every agreement it has made with regard to weapons of mass destruction. The Iraqi people will be very supportive of our taking action to liberate them.” Galbraith wonders, however, about the administration’s logic of announcing — and then debating — pre-emptive action. “It doesn’t make sense to announce it, particularly if you’re

dealing with someone like Saddam Hussein,” he says. In fact, he 

adds, announcing it in advance removes any reason for Hussein “not to use whatever weapons he has.”

Supporters of Bush’s emerging pre-emptive-strike policy argue that 

terrorist organizations and hostile governments that threaten the United States are unlikely to respond to traditional methods of deterrence.“There is no give and take between such regimes and our country,” says Lurie of the CSIS. The fact that North Korea, Iran and Iraq either have or are developing nuclear weapons and are hostile to the United States fully justifies a pre-emptive doctrine, he adds. “The danger is immense. I would hate to see a situation where people are standing around scratching their heads, if they still have heads, and wondering, ‘Why didn’t we see it coming?’ ”

But pre-emptive action may have unintended consequences, critics 

say. Because it would permit the United States to launch a military operation unilaterally, the doctrine would alienate longstanding U.S. allies and may undermine the credibility of the United Nations and

other international institutions, which the United States helped 

build.

“It is not only politically unsustainable but diplomatically 

harmful,” writes G. John Inkenberry, a political science professor at Georgetown University. “And if history is a guide, it will trigger antagonism and resistance that will leave America in a more 

hostile and dividedworld.” [9]

Others are more concerned about the administration’s suggestion 

that a pre-emptive strike against Iraq might involve nuclear weapons. Since the gulf war, the Iraqi military has moved some of its essential communications — and possibly weapons of mass destruction — into

deep underground bunkers. To destroy those installations, the 

Pentagon calls for developing small, “bunker-busting” tactical nuclear warheads. [10]

“Tac-nukes,” as they are called, were developed as a last-resort 

defense against a massive Soviet invasion of Europe. They have never been used, and critics warn that using such nuclear weapons would lower the threshold for the future use of similar or even more lethal

weapons.

“It is politically inconceivable that the United States could ever 

be the first to use nuclear weapons,” Galbraith says, adding that it would also be “militarily disastrous” for the United States. “If you have, as we do, the most powerful conventional forces in the world, the last thing you want is for it to become acceptable for people to ever 

think about using nuclear weapons against our forces.” Moreover, says Michael E. O’Hanlon, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, it is doubtful that conditions favorable to implementing a nuclear 

first-strike would ever arise.

“You’d have to have Saddam deep in some underground bunker out in 

the middle of nowhere, where prevailing winds would not carry the fallout toward major cities,” he says.

“He’s more likely to be where there are a lot of civilians, because 

that’s his best defense against attack.

Supporters of pre-emption say the changing security environment 

warrants an equally radical shift in thinking. “During the Cold War, we had one enemy that mattered, and we relied on deterrence because we couldn’t defend ourselves against a large Soviet attack,” says the

Lexington Institute’s Thompson. “Today, we not only have other options, 

but we’ve also got lots of other enemies, and we don’t understand some of them. So the administration’s basic logic is valid: Not only are new enemies less predictable, but they may be less deterrable. So just trying to discourage aggression isn’t enough any more.” Should the Pentagon play a bigger role in homeland security?

Traditionally, the Defense Department was charged with defending 

the United States abroad while a broad array of agencies protected Americans on U.S. soil. Tragically, the Sept. 11 attacks revealed a gaping hole in that division of labor. The Bush administration responded immediately by creating the White House Office of

Homeland Security, headed by former Gov. Tom Ridge of Pennsylvania. 

On June 6, Bush proposed transforming the office into a new, Cabinet-level Department of Homeland Security, merging all or parts of the 22 agencies that protect the United States from terrorist attacks. The House approved the proposal on July 26, but the Senate, claiming it would weaken civil service labor standards, postponed a vote on an 

alternative version of the bill until this month.

The Pentagon has a limited department, due in large part 

to the longstanding legal separation of military and police functions. The 1878 Posse Comitatus Act prohibited using military forces for domestic law enforcement. Adopted in response to excesses by

federal troops deployed in the South role in the new during Reconstruction, the law has been amended to allow for limited military involvement in drug interdiction and a few other exceptions.

Pentagon officials traditionally have opposed exceptions to the 

law, fearing domestic assignments could weaken the military’s readiness overseas. However, the terrorist attacks blurred that distinction. 

While the attacks took place on U.S. soil, they were conducted by

foreign nationals and supported by overseas leadership and funding. 

As a result, the military was immediately pressed into service after the attacks: Air Force jets patrolled over American cities while National Guard troops guarded airports and assisted at border

checkpoints.

The administration, eager to strengthen local defenses against 

terrorist attack, has asked for a review of the law’s ban on domestic military involvement.
The Pentagon’s new domestic role is managed through the recently 

created office of the assistant secretary of Defense for homeland security. But Air Force Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart, who heads the Northern Command, created after Sept. 11 to boost domestic security, is

among a handful of military brass who advocate amending the law to 

enhance the military’s contribution to homeland defense. “My view has been that Posse Comitatus will constantly be under review as we mature this command,” he said.

The command, to begin operations Oct. 1 at its headquarters in 

Colorado Springs, will deploy military personnel to back up domestic agencies such as the FBI and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), as needed in emergencies. [11]

Some experts say the ban on military involvement in domestic law 

enforcement is a waste of vital military know-how and manpower. “Our Department of Defense has more tools, training, technology and talent to help combat the terrorist threat at home than any other

federal agency,” said Sen. Joseph I. Lieberman, D-Conn., chairman 

of the Senate Armed Services Airland Subcommittee. He would give the 460,000-member National Guard —essentially a 50-state militia that can be mobilized in state and national emergencies — an

especially prominent role in homeland security.

“Our military has proven capable of brilliance beyond our borders,” 

Lieberman said. “Now we must tap its expertise and its resources within our country by better integrating the Defense Department into our homeland security plans.” [12]

But some experts agree with Pentagon officials who say the line 

between the military and law enforcement should remain strong. “The job of the Pentagon is to deter and defeat adversaries,” says Thompson of the Lexington Institute. “Dragging them into an already overcrowded homeland defense arena would be a big mistake. We really don’t need aircraft carriers defending our coastlines.”

Other experts want the National Guard and the reserves to focus 

primarily on external threats, because that’s where the risk is most serious. “If there is a catastrophe here at home, the National Guard is not going to be on hand quickly enough to be the most important

player in the first few hours after an attack,” says O’Hanlon of 

the Brookings Institution. “It’s going to be local fire, police and rescue personnel. These first responders should get most of

the resources, and the Guard should remain focused primarily on overseas combat.”

Would a national missile-defense system protect the United States?
In one of the first major arms-control agreements of the Cold War 

era, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to refrain from building defenses against the biggest perceived threat of the time — a massive nuclear attack by one superpower against the other. By

prohibiting defenses against such a nuclear holocaust, the 1972 

Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)Treaty assured each Cold War adversary that the other side was essentially defenseless. Moreover, the strategy — known as Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) — theoretically

reduced the incentive to build more nuclear weapons. [13]

Toward the end of the Cold War, however, President Ronald Reagan 

rejected the ABM Treaty’s logic and called for the development of a space-based system capable of intercepting incoming missiles. Although critics ridiculed the plan as technically unfeasible — dubbing it “Star Wars” after the popular movie of the time — the 

Strategic Defense Initiative received funding that continued even after the Soviet Union’s collapse in 1991. President Clinton later endorsed a more limited approach aimed at deflecting attacks from hostile

states like Iraq, Iran and North Korea that had or were developing 

nuclear weapons.

George W. Bush entered the White House promising to remove the main 

legal obstacle to missile defenses by jettisoning the ABM Treaty altogether, which he did, effective June 14. On June 15, construction began on a missile-defense facility at Fort Greely, Alaska, the first

component of a larger system that will cost $7.8 billion next year 

and could total $238 billion by 2025. [14]

The attacks of Sept. 11 merely confirmed the views of 

missile-defense critics who had warned all along that long-range missiles no longer posed the biggest threat to U.S. security

and that defending against them entailed huge technical obstacles.

“President Bush will not and cannot deploy any meaningful missile 

defense anytime this decade,” writes Joseph Cirincione, an analyst at the Carnegie Endowment for International

Peace, who argues that the program has greater political than 

practical value. “Missile defense plays well for the Republicans. It shows that President Bush is keeping the faith with

the Reagan revolution, and it remains an applause line for his 

core, conservative constituency.” [15]

Harvard’s Nye argues that the missile-defense program would be 

useless against today’s immediate threats. “The idea of being able to defend ourselves against missiles from second-tier states at some point in the future is a worthy objective,” he says. “The key questions are how much you spend, how fast you develop the program and 

how effective it will be.”

Nye worries that emphasizing missile defenses may divert resources 

away from other weapons of mass destruction, such as nuclear “suitcase” bombs that could be smuggled across inadequately policed borders. “The danger is that we spend a lot of money nailing the door shut while leaving the windows open,” he says. Moreover, he says, “Getting rid of the ABM Treaty may make people think that other threats have gone away, and they haven’t.”

Some missile-defense advocates say that the terrorist attacks 

strongly suggest the program’s design should be altered. O’Hanlon of Brookings supports a “relatively small” system, partly to avoid fueling a nuclear arms race with China, which has a limited nuclear arsenal.

But, he concedes, the threat from China is “not so dire as to 

constitute [an] urgent reason for investing huge numbers of national security dollars.” In addition, huge technical obstacles to developing an effective missile-defense system remain. “The administration is probably right that countries that don’t now have missiles will

be more inclined to acquire them if we are defenseless,” says 

Thompson of the Lexington Institute. “But that doesn’t address the main question, which is whether the defenses will work, and on that the jury is still out.” 

Like O’Hanlon, Thompson worries that a major missile-defense system 

would spur China to expand its nuclear arsenal. “But the missile defense system we are planning to deploy, at

least during the Bush years, will be very modest,” Thompson says. 

“It could cope with a North Korean missile attack or a handful of missiles accidentally launched by China or Russia, but not much else.”

Meanwhile, Thompson echoes the skeptical views of many defense 

experts on both sides of the debate. “Although missile defense is still a worthwhile undertaking, Sept. 11 essentially confirmed the critics’ complaints that there are many other ways that we could be attacked.”

The measure does not include funding for Department of Energy 

nuclear-weapons programs and military construction.

Background

Post-Cold War Shift

The ongoing evolution in U.S. military strategy dates from the 

Soviet Union’s collapse in December 1991. [16]Besides ending the Cold War, it abruptly eliminated the rationale for America’s military strategy since the end of World War II. The United States and the communist-led Soviet Union spent the early years of the Cold War in a race to build nuclear arsenals. As it became clear that neither country could defeat the other without destroying itself in the process — the MAD notion — they negotiated a series of bilateral arms-control agreements to slow the arms race. The Cold War also shaped the superpowers’ arsenals of non-nuclear weapons. Assuming that the biggest threat was a massive land invasion of Warsaw Pact forces across West Germany’s Fulda Gap, the United States arrayed heavy tanks, artillery and ground troops along the so-called Iron Curtain — the border between 

Soviet-dominated communist Eastern Europe and democratic Western Europe.

As the superpowers refrained from direct hostilities in Europe, the 

Cold War devolved into a series of U.S.-Soviet proxy wars in Africa, Asia and Latin America — wherever socialist-or communist-leaning rebels were active in a country run by a pro-U.S. government. These far-flung conflicts and face-offs required the deployment of troops and 

equipment at military bases around the world. The prevailing military doctrines were containment and deterrence. 

Containment — a term coined in 1947 by U.S. diplomat George F. Kennan — called for preventing the Soviet Union from expanding beyond a handful of bordering countries, which together became known as the Communist Bloc. Deterrence, reflecting President Theodore Roosevelt’s admonition to “speak softly and carry a big stick,” called for building a military strong enough to dissuade the enemy from attacking.

But both doctrines became less relevant after democratically 

elected governments replaced the communist regimes in the former Soviet states and Eastern Europe. U.S. policymakers anticipated a hefty “peace dividend” — more funds for domestic needs — as overseas

military commitments, military bases and defense spending were cut. 

The transformation left Pentagon planners scrambling to define new strategies for dealing with a radically different set of security concerns.

Some of these threats had been emerging even before the Soviet 

collapse, as Iraq, North Korea and a few other regional powers began building arsenals of advanced conventional weapons and, in some cases, weapons of mass destruction. [17]To cope with the threat of what the State Department called rogue states, Pentagon planners began 

assembling the forces necessary to prevail against two regional powers 

simultaneously. They also began shifting procurement priorities from massive tanks and artillery to lighter, more mobile weapons that could be quickly transported from bases in the United States. Iraq’s Hussein put the new plans to the test in 1990, when he invaded Kuwait, launching the Persian Gulf War. Equipped with the latest in high-technology hardware, from night-vision equipment to precision-guided “smart” bombs, the 500,000 U.S. and allied forces of Operation Desert Storm drove Iraq out of Kuwait in just seven weeks in 1991.

The United States’ first major post-Cold War conflict also revealed 

some weaknesses in the new U.S. strategy. Lightly armed 82nd Airborne Division soldiers — who were deployed early — were vulnerable to Iraqi attack for weeks before more heavily armed reinforcements could arrive by ship. In addition, several “smart” bombs missed their targets
and killed civilians, and Iraqi Scud missile launchers evaded 

detection long enough to cause significant damage in Israel and Saudi Arabia. There was another problem with the smart bombs and other precision weapons that could be employed far from the battlefield. While they kept U.S. combat casualties to a minimum, they also fostered a reluctance to place U.S. troops in harm’s way. It was this caution, critics say, along with fears that Iraq might disintegrate, that led then-President George Bush not to pursue Iraqi troops to Baghdad. Clinton’s Changes 

President Clinton (1993-2001) continued the process of “transforming” 

the military. During his administration, calls mounted for more than just modernization but for a true revolution in military affairs that would incorporate rapidly developing technology into weapons systems

and adjust strategy to accommodate them. Such a technological transformation would be as revolutionary as the introduction ofgunpowder or the development of aircraft carriers before World War 

II. Military planning, advocates said, should acknowledge that future adversaries, unable to match the United States’ overwhelming force superiority, would try to use surprise and unconventional uses of

the weapons at hand to engage the world’s sole superpower in 

“asymmetrical” warfare. 

However, the most visible changes during this period were in so-called force downsizing. The Clinton administration closed 97 major bases — including 24 in California and seven in Texas — and downsized 55 others. Gen. Colin L. Powell, then-chairman of the Joint Chiefs, supported the development of a “base force” — the minimum number of 

troops and weapons needed to protect U.S. national interests while maintaining enough capacity to win two major regional wars simultaneously. In 1993, the first major study on transforming the military after the Cold War — the so-called Bottom Up Review — reaffirmed the two-war strategy, despite criticism that it

was unrealistic and expensive to fund, and supported a 

controversial new role for the military as peacekeepers. [18]

Meanwhile, the Clinton administration faced several military 

challenges that tested the president’s goal of broadening the role of U.S. forces to include peacekeeping and other non-traditional missions. These would take U.S. troops to parts of the world where the

United States had little or no prior military presence. On March 25, 

1994, one such operation ended in disaster, when U.S. forces withdrew from Somalia after 18 American soldiers were killed during a failed U.N. peacekeeping mission in Mogadishu. A more successful operation came on Sept. 19, 1994, when Clinton sent troops to Haiti to oust a military regime that had seized power from the elected president.

Traditional weapons such as the Crusader, a heavy cannon designed 

for old-style battlefield combat, may be replaced with newer, more mobile weapons. Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld has asked that the $475 million initially requested for the $11 billion Crusader program in 2003 be used instead to speed development of lighter artillery. Getty Images A congressionally mandated commission reassessed the 

international-security environment as part of the 1994 National Defense Authorization Act and recommended retaining the two-war standard. But in view of the rapidly changing global situation — 

including regional conflict in the Balkans and threats from Iraq and North Korea — the commission suggested that the Pentagon review its broad strategic goals every four years. In 1996, Congress

agreed with the panel and required the Defense Department to 

conduct a comprehensive examination of America’s defense needs at four-year intervals.

The first Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), issued in 1997, 

directed the military to prepare for a variety of conflicts and threats, ranging from illegal drug trafficking to terrorism

to major wars. But because it kept the two-war standard for 

determining force strength, critics continued to accuse the Pentagon of exaggerating defense needs to meet budget targets. Congress had stepped into the debate in 1996 when it passed the Military Force Structure Review Act, which created another panel to assess ongoing defense 

policy changes. The following year, the National Defense Panel challenged the two-war scenario as a Cold War holdover and faulted the 1997 QDR for failing to adequately plan for the kind of military

transformation required to deal with future challenges, such as 

asymmetric threats. 

To pay for new weapons better suited for dealing with the emerging threats, the panel also asked the Pentagon to consider scaling back or eliminating several programs that critics said were either too expensive or antiquated “legacy systems,” such as the Army’s Crusader artillery vehicle, the Comanche helicopter, the Navy’s last Nimitz-class aircraft carrier and several tactical, or short-range, aircraft.

By the end of the Clinton administration, some of the Pentagon’s efforts to transform the military had begun to bear fruit. In early 1999, Clinton ordered U.S. forces to lead NATO’s Operation Allied Force to halt Serb repression of ethnic Albanians in 

Kosovo. The almost exclusive use of air power and precise munitions enabled the allies to prevail in 11 weeks with few U.S. casualties. However, the deaths of some 500 civilians from stray bombs once

again demonstrated the shortcomings of such heavy reliance on 

long-distance warfare. Operation Allied Force also demonstrated the limited usefulness of some Cold War systems,such as the Army’s big tanks, which were too wide and heavy for Kosovo’s narrow roadsand rickety bridges.

Bush’s Priorities

During the 2000 presidential campaign, candidate George W. Bush 

criticized then-President Clinton for underfunding U.S. defenses and failing to prepare both military strategy and weaponry for 21st-century contingencies. He repeatedly promised the military, “hope is on

the way.” Upon taking office in January 2001, Bush ordered Rumsfeld to 

conduct a comprehensive review of the nation’s military capability. “To meet any dangers, our administration will begin building the military of the future,” Bush said after asking for the biggest increase in military spending since President Ronald Reagan’s massive Cold War buildup in the 1980s. “We must and we will make major investments in research and development.” [19]

High on Bush’s priority list was the national missile-defense 

system. Although Clinton had supported research into a similar system, he had opposed its actual development because the ABM Treaty banned such systems. Declaring the treaty obsolete, Bush abandoned the

agreement and pushed ahead.

When the Pentagon released its second Quadrennial Defense Review last Sept. 30 —barely two weeks after the terrorist attacks — its central 

objective was to “deter and defeat adversaries who will rely on surprise, deception and asymmetric warfare to achieve their

objectives,” said Rumsfeld. “The attack on the United States on 

Sept. 11, 2001, will require us to move forward more rapidly in these directions, even while we are engaged in the war against terrorism.” [20] But many defense analysts were disappointed that the QDR lacked clear recommendations on how to achieve such a radical shift in focus.

“There is nothing in the QDR that envisions a significant increase in 

the new war-fighting technologies everyone agrees are critical,” wrote Steven J. Nider, director of foreign and security studies at the Progressive Policy Institute, a liberal think tank. Calling the review

“maddeningly vague,” he charged the Rumsfeld Pentagon with the same 

inertia that had stymied change since the end of the Cold War. [21]

“More than just a broken campaign promise,” he concluded, “it represents a missed opportunity to reshape our military to wage a new kind of war against new threats and enemies.”

Current Situation

Afghanistan Victory

The most salient lesson learned from Operation Enduring Freedom is 

that it was an astounding success, says Lurie of the CSIS. “What happened in Afghanistan was definitely an American victory,” he says. “Someone may still be shooting a mortar here and there, but the fact of the matter is, we took over Afghanistan in a few weeks, something that the Soviets couldn’t do in 10 years.” Thanks to the Bush administration’s coherent reaction to the Sept. 11 attacks, “Every

country now knows what to expect if it allows its own forces or 

terrorists acting from its territory to attack the United States,” Lurie says. “As the old saying goes, ‘If you can’t kill the lion, don’t sting it.’ ”

Enduring Freedom also introduced several innovations in hardware and tactics. Special-operations forces used laser range-finders and 

global-positioning systems to help pilots home in on and destroy targets with much greater precision even than during the Gulf War. [22]Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), together with older imaging 

satellites and the Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System, enabled U.S. commanders to obtain vital information about remote battlefield conditions without placing American pilots in danger.

And improvements in communication networks relayed the information 

faster than ever.

Moreover, for the first time unmanned planes, like the CIA’s 

Predator UAVs, were used offensively to fire Hellfire air-to-surface missiles at enemy targets. And precision weapons

•
such as laser-guided missiles and JDAMS (guided bombs better suited to poor weather)

•
were first used as the predominant form of ordnance fired on enemy targets.

U.S. soldiers search for enemy forces in eastern Afghanistan in 

March. Despite its success in routing the Taliban, Operation Enduring Freedom fell short of its primary objective, capturing Osama bin Laden and destroying his terrorist organization. Critics say the United States’ unwillingness to commit adequate manpower to the Tora 

Bora campaign allowed Taliban and Al Qaeda forces to slip away. AFP Photo/David Marck Jr.

With the hostilities winding down, Pentagon planners say they have 

learned several lessons that will guide them in further transforming the military. Brookings’ O’Hanlon argues that the mission’s success depended not so much on the latest aircraft, ships and ground vehicles, as on improved communications, better-prepared troops and more 

coordination between special-operations forces on the ground and Air Force and Navy aircraft.“It’s dangerous to infer too much from one conflict, especially in this situation, where the Taliban really didn’t have good air defenses,” O’Hanlon says. “But I would still argue that

Operation Enduring Freedom makes the case for smart munitions being 

very effective, and sometimes being good enough that you don’t need to have the fanciest airplane from which to drop them.”

But others warn about the unwillingness to commit adequate manpower to complete the job.“Instead of putting American troops on the ground in the Tora Bora campaign, which would have been costly and might have involved more casualties, we relied on Afghan allies who were hardly tested,” says Galbraith of the National War College. “These guys weren’t trained, and they operated in the Afghan manner, which is to serve whomever pays the highest price. They simply let the Al Qaeda people slip away. There should have been more U.S. forces up there to seal up the escape routes.” Galbraith also questions the growing reliance on high-technology munitions. “There’s a belief that high-tech is a magic wand, and that’s not true because it depends on intelligence, which is never going to be that good,” he says.

Galbraith cites the tragic U.S. bombing of a July 1 wedding party 

in Oruzgan Province,killing at least 54 civilians. American forces reportedly mistook the traditional firing of rifles into the air by wedding guests for an Al Qaeda attack.

“You’re just not going to ever get 100 percent intelligence as to 

whether something is a wedding or a gathering of [Taliban leader] Mullah Omar and his buddies,” Galbraith says. “[So,] troops on the ground are probably essential.” Indeed, despite its success in routing the Taliban, the Afghanistan campaign fell short of its primary objective, capturing bin Laden and destroying his 

organization. Some critics contend that no matter how well equipped, the U.S. military cannot win this kind of war on its own. “The military solution was very good in toppling the Taliban, but not

at getting rid of Al Qaeda, which still has cells in some 50 countries,” says Harvard’s Nye.

“The only way you’re going to get rid of them is through very 

careful intelligence-sharing with many other countries.”

But other countries may not be so willing to share intelligence if 

another potentially sweeping change in Pentagon planning and missions is adopted. Rumsfeld reportedly is considering expanding the role of special-operations forces to capture or kill Al Qaeda leaders.

Such clandestine missions — usually limited to the CIA under legally defined conditions —could potentially involve U.S. combat forces in covert actions inside countries with whom the United States is not at war, without the knowledge or consent of the local governments.

Pentagon officials reportedly said the expansion of the military’s 

role into covert missions could be justified as “preparation of the battlefield” in the war against terrorists who do not

recognize national boundaries. [23]

Defense Budget

In the weeks ahead, a House-Senate conference is expected to 

consider the president’s fiscal 2003 defense spending request. It includes the administration’s decision, announced May 8, to cancel the $11 billion Crusader cannon. Rumsfeld has asked that the $475 million

initially requested for the Crusader in 2003 be used instead to 

speed development of lighter artillery weapons for the Army. [24]

“So little is certain when it comes to the future of warfare, but 

on one point we must be clear,” Rumsfeld wrote in defending his decision to drop the program. “We risk deceiving ourselves and emboldening future adversaries by assuming [the future] will look like the past. Sept. 11 proved one thing above all others: Our enemies are 

transforming. Will we?” [25] Besides the Crusader, four other major programs may be sacrificed in the interest of transformation. The list includes key weapons currently under development by all four branches of the armed services. For instance, the F-22 fighter — designed to replace the Air Force’s F-15 — may be dropped in favor of the cheaper F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, which is already under development. The Marine Corps’ V-22 Osprey, which has a tilt rotor that enables it to land and take off like a helicopter and fly like a plane, also is under 

review. Development of the Osprey has been plagued by accidents that have cost the lives of 23 servicemen, and the Pentagon has promised to decide its fate within the next year. The Army is also scrutinizing

its Comanche helicopter, another troubled program under development 

for nearly two decades and still at least 10 years from becoming operational. 

Finally, Pentagon planners are eyeing the Navy’s proposed CVNX nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, designed to replace the eight Nimitz-class carriers deployed beginning in 1975 (a ninth is nearing completion).

“The administration [believes] the world is changing very rapidly 

and that something more than evolution [in strategy and weapons design] is required to prepare for future threats,” says Thompson of the Lexington Institute. He sees two problems with the administration’s

approach. “First, they don’t have a clear idea of what the future threat is,” he says, “so there’s a danger that much of what they do may be inappropriate. Secondly, it’s much easier to kill programs

. . . than to build a legacy of replacement programs, which takes 

more time than a single administration has to complete. So the danger is that the Bush administration will be all too effective at eliminating key programs and not effective at all at building a foundation for modernization that is sustained by its successors.”

Some experts applaud Rumsfeld’s decision to terminate the Crusader 

as a step in the right direction. “Up to now, every service has been getting their dream piece of equipment, and killing the Crusader dealt a blow at that trend,” Harvard’s Galbraith says. “It certainly hasn’t completely transformed the military, but looking for lighter, more 

mobile forces is the right idea.”

Galbraith is less supportive of the administration’s $7.8 billion 

request for the national missile-defense program, which Congress is expected to approve in full. [26]“The threat isn’t a rogue country firing off a missile, because wherever that missile comes from it’s going to have a return address,” he says. “The real threat is that somebody will acquire or build a nuclear weapon, smuggle it into the country and set if off in Manhattan or Washington, and we won’t know where it came from.” In his view, a far better use of those funds would be to develop technologies to detect nuclear weapons and inspect everything that enters the country. 

“I’m no techno-wizard,” he says, “but I sense that money spent that way would be much better than on a missile defense that deals with a very unlikely threat.” Other experts say the Pentagon has not fully applied the lessons of either Desert Storm or Enduring Freedom to the military budget. “I would put more money into munitions,command-and-control networks, information processing and unmanned aerial vehicles and

less into the major combat platforms that are carrying those 

smaller capabilities,” O’Hanlon of Brookings says. Lurie of the CSIS agrees that large weapons systems continue to receive an inordinate share of the defense budget. “I would like to see a much bigger chunk dedicated to intelligence,” he says. “That is probably our most crucial weapon to counter terrorism.”

Outlook

Confronting Iraq
The debate over what course to take in Iraq is heating up. Members 

of Congress, including some within the president’s own party, have recently questioned the administration’s justification for a first strike against Iraq.“The time has come for a serious discussion of American policy toward Iraq,” wrote Sens. Biden and Richard G. Lugar, R-Ind., in an unusual, bipartisan appeal for public discussion of

the administration’s plans. “We need to know everything possible 

about the risks of action and of inaction. Ignoring these factors could lead us into something for which the American public is wholly unprepared.” [27] As lawmakers prepare to hold hearings on the administration’s still-vague plans to accomplish a “regime change” in Iraq, several prominent members of the president’s own party — including former advisers of his father are echoing concerns voiced by Democrats since early summer. “I think we could have an explosion in the Middle East,” said Brent Scowcroft, who served as national security adviser to Bush senior. “And to attack Iraq while the Middle East is in the terror that it is right now . . . could turn the whole region into a cauldron and thus destroy

the war on terrorism.” [28]

In an attempt to quash any divisions within the Republican Party 

over the White House’s plans, Vice President Dick Cheney recently issued one of the strongest messages to date about the need to topple Saddam Hussein’s regime. Once Hussein possesses nuclear weapons, Cheney predicted, he would “seek domination of the entire Middle East, take

control of a great portion of the world’s energy supplies, directly 

threaten America’s friends throughout the region and subject the United States or any other nation to nuclear blackmail.” [29]

To critics of the administration’s evolving pre-emptive doctrine, 

Cheney warned that the risks of inaction “are far greater than the risk of action.” To patch up the growing rift within his own party and to gain the support of reluctant allies, Bush met with key House and Senate leaders at the White House on Sept. 4 and assured

them he would seek congressional approval before taking action 

against Iraq. He also met the following weekend with British Prime Minister Tony Blair, who later called for Hussein’s removal, but through the U.N. if possible. Bush also called other 

members of the U.N. Security Council — the leaders of Russia, China and France — to explain his position. [30]Finally, the president presented his case to the United Nations in New York on Sept. 12 — the day after the one-year anniversary of the terrorist attacks.

In effect, Bush is seeking approval from Congress, the country and 

America’s allies for his pre-emptive-strike policy. “We’re in a new era,” Bush told reporters on Sept. 4. “This is a debate the American people must hear, must understand. And the world must understand,

as well, that its credibility is at stake.” [31] Administration officials and lawmakers said they expected a vote on a resolution concerning Iraq in four to five weeks, raising questions about how the 

politics of an extremely close pending congressional election will affect the debate. [32] Meanwhile, critics of the administration’s plans for Iraq also are anxiously awaiting the release this month of Bush’s new nuclear strategy, which is expected to clarify plans to develop bunker-busting tactical nuclear armaments. Bush requested $15.5 million in fiscal 2003 to develop the “tac-nucs” to destroy Hussein’s underground bunkers and arsenals of chemical, biological or nuclear weapons. Spending for the new weapon, which the House approved but the Senate denied, will be decided in the upcoming conference committee.[33]

Equally uncertain is the shape of Bush’s overall nuclear strategy, 

especially in the context of the proposed pre-emptive-strike doctrine. “They’re looking at what to do if we’re faced with a country with a weapon of mass destruction and whether you could take it out with a

nuclear weapon,” says Harvard’s Nye. “That issue has been around 

for some time. Actually doing it would take a lot more discussion than just saying it’s a possibility.”

Meanwhile, lawmakers and policymakers remain plagued by the 

question of what role the U.S. military would play in Iraq if Hussein were overthrown. Bush has long criticized the use of American troops in peacekeeping operations in the Balkans and elsewhere. But U.S. allies contribute the bulk of peacekeepers now deployed in Afghanistan. “You would have to assume that we’d be looking at a multiyear stability 

operation thatwould make the efforts in the Balkans look relatively modest by comparison,” Brookings’O’Hanlon says.

The United States provides about 15 percent of peacekeeping forces 

in the Balkans. “We’d have to be closer to 25 percent of the total force in Iraq because it would be seen as very much our war,” O’Hanlon estimates. “We couldn’t do what we’ve done in Afghanistan and

essentially ask our allies to do the whole thing for us.”
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Chronology
1950s-1970s

Cold War shapes U.S. defense policy; superpowers sign nuclear arms 

control treaties.

1972

The U.S.-Soviet Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty is signed, 

prohibiting the superpowers from erecting a nationwide ballistic missile-defense system.

1973

The War Powers Resolution calls for Congress and the president to 

share in decision-making that involves the United States in hostilities.

1980s-1990s

As the Cold War winds down, hostile “rogue” states and Islamic 

terrorists replace the Soviet Union as the United States’ main security concern.

1991

The United States leads an international coalition to drive Iraqi 

invaders from Kuwait. The Soviet Union collapses in December, ending the Cold War. U.S. and Russia sign START I treaty limiting nuclear weapons.

1993

The first major study on transforming the military after the Cold 

War reaffirms the “two-war strategy” — calling for military preparedness to fight two regional wars simultaneously. In

January, Russia and the United States sign START II, calling for 

halving each country’s nuclear warheads. On Feb. 23 Arab terrorists bomb the World Trade Center, killing six and injuring 1,000.

1994

The National Defense Authorization Act orders a Pentagon review of 

broad strategic goals every four years. U.S. forces withdraw from Somalia on March 25 after 18 American soldiers are killed during a failed U.N. peacekeeping mission. U.S. troops oust a Haitian

military regime that had seized power from the elected president.

June 25, 1996
Terrorists bomb U.S. military barracks in Saudi Arabia, killing 19.

1997

The first Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) directs the military to 

prepare for a broad range of conflicts and threats. Critics say retaining the two-war strategy fails to consider new security threats, such as terrorism, requiring more mobile forces.

August 1998

On Aug. 7, terrorists bomb U.S. embassies in Tanzania and Kenya, killing 224; U.S. retaliates on Aug. 20 by attacking Al Qaeda camps in Afghanistan.

1999

The United States leads a NATO campaign to halt Serb repression of 

ethnic Albanians in Kosovo. Critics blame civilian casualties on the U.S. military’s reluctance to place troops on the ground.

2000s

Continued terrorist attacks prompt changes in defense policy.

Oct. 12, 2000

USS Cole is bombed in Yemen by militant Muslims, killing 17.

January 2001

President George W. Bush asks for the largest defense budget 

increase since the 1980s and orders review of the nation’s military capability.

Sept. 11, 2001

Al Qaeda terrorists attack World Trade Center and the Pentagon, 

killing 3,000. President Bush declares war on terrorism.

May 8, 2002

Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld says he wants to cancel the 

$11 billion Crusader cannon, one of several weapons systems that critics say are ill-suited to current threats.

May 24, 2002

U.S. and Russia sign Treaty of Moscow, calling for more cuts in nuclear arms.

June 1, 2002

Bush announces plans to use pre-emptive strikes against states or 

terrorist groups trying to develop weapons of mass destruction to use against the U. S. or its allies.

June 13, 2002

Bush withdraws U.S. from ABM treaty.
July 8, 2002

Bush says his government wants “a regime change” in Iraq.

Sept. 4, 2002

Bush promises to ask Congress and the U.N. Security Council for approval to attack Iraq.

Sept. 12, 2002

Bush is scheduled to address the U.N. General Assembly to present 

his case for attacking Iraq.

Pro/Con

Are the Pentagon’s efforts to transform the military on track?

Paul Wolfowitz Deputy Secretary of Defense

From Testimony Before The Senate Armed Services Committee, April 9,

2002

Our overall goal is to encourage a series of transformations that, in

combination, can produce a revolutionary increase in our military capability and redefine how war is fought. . . .

Long before Sept. 11, the department’s senior leaders — civilian

and military — began an unprecedented degree of debate and

discussion about where America’s military should go in the years ahead.

Out of those intense debates, we agreed on the urgent need for real

changes in our defense strategy. The outline of those changes is reflected in the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and the 2003 budget request. .

       . .

Setting specific transformation goals has helped to focus our transformation efforts, from investments to experimentation and concept

development. The six goals identified in the QDR are:

To defend the U.S. homeland and other bases of operations,

and defeat nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and their

means of delivery;

To deny enemies sanctuary —depriving them of the ability to run or hide — anytime, anywhere;

To project and sustain forces in distant theaters in the face of

access-denial threats;

To conduct effective operations in space;

To conduct effective information

operations; and,

To leverage information technology to give our joint forces a common operational picture. . . .
Taken together, these six goals will guide the U.S. military’s transformation efforts and improvements in our joint forces. Over time, they will help to shift the balance of U.S. forces and capabilities. U.S. ground forces will be lighter, more lethal and highly mobile. .

. . Naval and amphibious forces will be able to assure U.S. access even in area-denial environments, operate close to enemy shores and project

power deep inland. Air and space forces will be able to locate and track mobile targets over vast areas and strike them rapidly at long ranges without warning. . . .

Even as we fight this war on terror, potential adversaries scrutinize our methods, they study our capabilities, they seek our weaknesses. . . . So, as we take care of today, we are investing in tomorrow. We are emphasizing multiple transformations that, combined, will fundamentally change warfare in ways that could give us important advantages that can help us secure the peace.

We realize that achieving this goal requires transforming our culture and the way we think. We must do this even as we fight this difficult war on terrorism. We cannot afford to wait.

Andrew F. Krepinevich Executive Director, Center For

Strategic And Budgetary  Assessments From Testimony Before The Senate

Armed Services Committee, April 9, 2002

While the Defense Department’s rationale for transformation is 

persuasive, its process for effecting transformation is more difficult to discern and, hence, to evaluate. A transformation process is needed to validate vision, to identify the best means for addressing 

critical challenges and to determine if opportunities can be realized. . 

. .

The process should enable feedback on transformation initiatives (for 

example, new operational concepts, doctrines, systems, networks, force 

structures). This will enable senior Defense leaders to gauge whether the transformation path being pursued is, in fact, the correct path,

or to make the appropriate adjustments if it is not. Such a process can 

help inform choices about investments in future capabilities — R&D, procurement, personnel and force structure — so as to reduce uncertainty in a resource-constrained environment.

Unfortunately, the Defense Department’s modernization strategy today 

Remains much the same as it was during the Cold War era, with its emphasis on large-scale, serial production of relatively few types of

military systems and capabilities. To the extent possible, we should avoid premature large-scale production of new systems . . . until they have clearly proven themselves helpful in meeting critical operational goals. . . .

The United States military must transform itself, and it must begin now. As [Defense]Secretary [Donald] Rumsfeld has said, “Transformation is not a goal for tomorrow, but an endeavor that must be embraced in earnest today. The challenges the nation faces do not loom in the 

Distant future, but are here now.”

To its credit, the Bush administration has both clearly defined what 

Transformation is, and provided a persuasive case as to why the world’s best military needs to transform. Unfortunately, it has not yet developed either a transformation strategy or a process to ensure that 

Transformation will come about. This is most clearly demonstrated in the absence of plausible service and joint war-fighting concepts for

addressing the new, emerging critical operational goals, and finds its 

ultimate expression in the administration’s program and budget priorities, which for the most part sustain the course set by the 

Clinton administration. . . .

If the Defense Department fails to seize the opportunity to transform our military we run a very real risk of investing a substantial sum of our national treasure in preparing our military to meet the challenges of today, and yesterday, rather than those of tomorrow. Should 

That occur, payment could be exacted not only in lost treasure but also in lives lost.
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Bush officials said they expect the president will seek approval from 

Congress before attacking Iraq.

Meyer, Karl E., “On Showing ‘A Decent Respect,’ ” World Policy Journal, 

April 1, 2002,p. 111. Despite the pressure for unilateral armed intervention in Iraq, there are several questions yet to be answered.

Pollack, Kenneth M., “Next Stop Baghdad?” Foreign Affairs, March 1, 

2002, p. 32. Moderates in the debate over invading Iraq argue that the goal of America’s Iraq policy should be to revive U.N. weapons inspections and re-energize containment.
Sanger, David E., and Thom Shanker, “U.S. Exploring Baghdad Strike 

As Iraq Option,” The New York Times, July 29, 2002, p. A1.
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Schake, Kori, and Klaus Becher, “How America Should Lead,” Policy 

Review, Aug. 1, 2002, p. 3.
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Today, March 6, 2002, p. A9.

Elite Army and Navy commandos have played an integral role in Operation 

Enduring Freedom.
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Barry, John, et al., “Choose Your Weapons,” Newsweek, May 20, 2002, p. 42. Rumsfeld’s bid to kill the Crusader artillery system is the first step in his campaign tomodernize the military.

Eland, Ivan, “Bush Versus the Defense Establishment?” Issues in 

Science & Technology, July 1, 2001, p. 63.

A large dose of presidential courage will be required to effect the 

drastic changes needed in weapons-spending priorities.
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A new operations platform would build on the success of the aircraft 
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Bush’s Go-It-Alone Nuclear Policy

The Bush administration’s call to overthrow Iraqi President Saddam 

Hussein — suspected of developing nuclear weapons for possible use against the United States or its allies — represents a radical departure in U.S. arms-control policy. That policy, in essence, called for negotiation rather than unilateral action.

During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union developed a 

series of negotiated agreements to avert a potentially catastrophic nuclear exchange. Those treaties included the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM) and the SALT I and II treaties, negotiated in the 1970s and 1980s.

When the Soviet Union dissolved in 1991, the SALT treaties became 

obsolete, and the United States and leaders of the new Russia negotiated new treaties, starting with the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I). It limited each side to 6,000 warheads and

1,600 long-range bombers and missiles. The treaty also applied to the 

Soviet successor states of Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan, then the repositories for the former Soviet arsenal. [1]

As bilateral relations steadily improved, the United States and Russia 

agreed to further nuclear-arms reductions. In January 1993, even before START I took effect (December 1994), they signed START II, which called for nearly halving each country’s strategic nuclear warheads, to 3,500. The U.S. Senate ratified the treaty in January 1996, the Russian legislature in 2000.

In March 1997, President Bill Clinton and Russian President Boris 

Yeltsin agreed to begin negotiations on START III, once START II entered into force. The new treaty would have reduced each side’s nuclear arsenals to 2,000-2,500 warheads and set limits on shorter-range, or tactical, nuclear weapons.

By 2001, when President Bush took office, START II had yet to enter 

into force. As a critic of traditional arms-control policy, Bush strongly supported the accelerated construction of a national missile-defense system. But the ABM Treaty prohibited such a nationwide defensive system, on the theory that it would spark the building of more nuclear arms to overcome it. The ABM Treaty allowed each country to install a single missile-defense site, with no more than 100 interceptors, provided they did not provide nationwide 

coverage. The treaty was part of a broad agreement limiting both sides’ ballistic-missile arsenals. (The 1979 SALT II Treaty contained a second set of limits, but the Senate refused to ratify it after the Soviets

invaded Afghanistan in 1980.)
On Dec. 13, 2001, Bush announced his intention to unilaterally 

withdraw from the ABM Treaty, calling it out of date. Over Russian objections, the United States officially withdrew from the treaty on June 13, 2002.
At the same time, Bush announced — again unilaterally — plans to 

continue reducing the U.S. nuclear arsenal. Instead of pursuing his predecessor’s efforts to conclude START III, Bush bypassed the negotiation process and declared that the United  States would cut its

nuclear arsenal to below the levels agreed to under START II. 

Russia, however, called for a formal, bilateral agreement binding the two sides to any further nuclear arms reductions.

On May 24, 2002, Bush and Russian President Vladimir Putin signed a 

new Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty. Known as the Treaty of Moscow, it calls for cuts in each

country’s deployed nuclear warheads to between 1,700 and 2,200 by 

the end of 2012. As the Senate prepares to consider the treaty, Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Joseph Biden Jr., D-Del., and some other lawmakers are pressing for controls on short-range nuclear warheads as well. Russia’s stockpile of thousands of 

tactical weapons is poorly guarded, and lawmakers worry that terrorists could obtain some warheads and make easily concealed “suitcase bombs” that could be detonated in a U.S. city. [2]

Meanwhile, the administration has stated it will not seek ratification 

of the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). By prohibiting all nuclear tests, the treaty aims to halt the improvement of existing nuclear arsenals and the development of new

nuclear weapons. Signed by President Clinton and 164 other countries, it would enter into force after ratification by the 44 countries that already have nuclear weapons or nuclear reactors. To date, 31 have done so, including Russia, the United Kingdom, and France.

Iraq’s Saddam Hussein meets in August with Foreign Minister Sheikh 

Hamad of Qatar, the first Gulf state to re-establish ties with Iraq after the 1991 gulf war. AFP Photo/Ramzi Haidar In the United States, critics have argued that some signatories might secretly test weapons or improve their nuclear stockpiles while the treaty-abiding United 

States would be left with a deteriorating arsenal. On the basis of these objections, the Senate rejected the treaty in 1999.

But a panel of experts convened by the National Academy of Sciences 

recently found that fear unfounded. “We judge that the United States has the technical capabilities to maintain confidence in the safety and reliability of its existing nuclear weapon stockpile under the CTBT,” the panel concluded, “provided that adequate resources are made available.” [3]

Although the administration will not seek ratification of the CTBT, 

it says it intends to observe a nuclear-testing moratorium in place since October 1992.

[1] Information in this section is based in part on Amy F. Woolf, “Nuclear Arms Control: The U.S.-Russian Agenda,” Congressional Research Service, June 13, 2002.

[2] See Miles A. Pomper, “U.S.-Russia Nuclear Arms Treaty Debated,” 

CQ Weekly, July 13, 2002, p. 1897.

[3] National Academy of Sciences, “Technical Issues Related to the 

Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,” July 31, 2002.

European Allies Oppose Attack on Iraq Almost from the moment President Bush took office last year, America’s  European allies have accused him of adopting unilateral defense and foreign  policies. One of the sole

exceptions to such complaints was the outpouring of sympathy and 

solidarity after the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks. Bush has strained transatlantic relations by rejecting several international agreements that enjoy broad support in Europe — including the Kyoto treaty to slow 

global warming, the U.S.-Soviet Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and the treaty creating the new International Criminal Court.

Now, his insistence on pre-emptive U.S. military action to overthrow 

Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein has injected a new source of tension between the United States and its military allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organizaton (NATO).
Ever since the president’s father — President George Bush senior — led a broad, U.N.-sanctioned coalition to expel an Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1991, America’s staunchest ally in the quest to contain Iraq has been Britain. Since the Persian Gulf War, British and U.S. air forces have jointly enforced “no-fly” zones over northern and southern

Iraq to prevent Iraq from threatening its neighbors and persecuting 

Kurdish and Shiite Muslim minorities. Since 1998, U.S. and British aircraft have stepped up their attacks on Iraqi ground installations, completing more than 40 so far this year alone.

On Sept. 10, in one of his strongest statements yet, British Prime 

Minister Tony Blair called Hussein “an international outlaw” and said he believed it was right to deal with the Iraqi leader through the United Nations. “Let it be clear,” Blair said, “that he must be disarmed. Let it be clear that there can be no more conditions, no more 

games, no more prevaricating, no more undermining of the U.N.’s authority. And let it also be clear that should the will of

the U.N. be ignored, action will follow.” [4]

British Prime Minister Tony Blair, left, meets with President Bush 

at Camp David in early September. Blair supports military action against Iraq only if the U.N. fails to resolve the conflict. AFP Photo/Paul J. Richards

America’s other NATO allies have been adamantly opposed to military 

action against Iraq from the start. It’s not that the Europeans are unconcerned about threats posed by Iraq, but they insist on obtaining a clear mandate from the international community before undertaking

any military action. French President Jacques Chirac, who on Aug. 

29 criticized “attempts to legitimize the use of unilateral and pre-emptive use of force” in Iraq, argues that the U.N. Security Council must approve any military operation. German Chancellor Gerhard

Schroeder opposes an attack even with U.N. blessings, and indeed 

has made his opposition to invading Iraq a part of his current campaign for re-election. The goal, he said, should be to pressure Hussein to allow weapons inspectors — whom he expelled in 1998 — back into Iraq, not to go to war regardless, as Vice President Dick Cheney has suggested. “The problem is that [Cheney] has or seems to have committed himself so strongly that it is hard to imagine how he can climb down. And that is the real problem, that not only I have but that all of us in Europe have.”

Non-European voices have been equally forceful. “We are really 

appalled by any country, whether it is a superpower or a poor country, that goes outside the United Nations and attacks independent countries,” said former South African President Nelson Mandela.

Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov warned, “Any decision to use 

force against Iraq would not only complicate an Iraqi settlement but also undermine the situation in the gulf and the

Middle East.” The Arab League warned that an attack on Iraq would 

“open the gates of Hell” in the Middle East. Foreign ministers from 20 Arab states called for a “complete rejection of threats of aggression against some Arab countries, in particular Iraq.” [5]

Joseph Nye, dean of Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of 

Government, says European allies might support U.S. action if the emphasis were not just on changing the regime but rather on stopping Hussein from obtaining weapons of mass destruction. “That

means going through the U.N. inspection system and proving that 

he’s not living up to his multilateral commitments, that he’s developing nuclear weapons and that those pose an imminent threat,” says Nye, who was former President Bill Clinton’s assistant secretary of Defense for international security affairs. “Those are the key 

steps for gaining international support.”

[4] Quoted in Terrance Neilan, “Blair Says ‘Action Will Follow’ if Iraq Spurns U.N. Resolutions,” The New York Times online, Sept. 10, 2002.

[5] Quoted in Nicholas Blanford, “Syria worries US won’t stop at 

Iraq,” The Christian Science Monitor, Sept. 9, 2002.
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