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End the MAD, MAD World!!!

During the campaign, President Bush said that his administration would deploy effective defenses against ballistic missiles “at the earliest possible date.”  And he indicated that he would not permit Russia a veto over ending America’s efforts to build such defenses—meaning his administration must be rid of the inhibitions of the 1972 ABM Treaty, which bans all effective defenses.  President Bush is aware of that fact, as was clear from his campaign statement that he had “a solemn obligation to protect the American people and our allies, not to protect arms control agreements signed almost 30 years ago.  Given today’s realities, we can no longer drag our feet on building and deploying a missile defense system; nor can we allow Cold War arms control agreements to restrict America’s ability to defend itself and its allies.”
The President could not make more clear his interest in ending the restraints of the ABM Treaty, which is based on the Cold War’s mutual hostage doctrine aptly known as Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD).  This will be a marked policy departure from the Clinton Administration’s devotion to that MAD doctrine, and the role of the ABM Treaty, which it called “the cornerstone of strategic stability.”  Based on their confirmation hearings, it appears that President Bush’s primary lieutenants intend to carry out his promises of ending the ABM Treaty and permitting American engineers to fully use their genius to end America’s vulnerability to even a single ballistic missile.

In his January 11 confirmation hearing, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld emphasized the importance of moving beyond depending on the threat of retaliation for America’s security and that of our allies: “Credible Deterrence no longer can be based solely on the prospect of punishment through massive retaliation.  Instead, it must be based on a combination of offensive nuclear and non-nuclear defensive capabilities working together to deny potential adversaries the opportunity and benefits from the threat or use of weapons of mass destruction against our forces and homeland, as well as those of our allies.”
And in his January 17 confirmation hearing, Secretary of State Colin Powell echoed both President Bush and Defense Secretary Rumsfeld in colorfully observing that: “No one thinking soundly, logically, would construct a strategic framework with offense only.  Not the New York Giants and not America.”  While noting the continuing importance of offensive forces, he emphasized that by including defenses, “ we will be that much better off in our relations with both friend and foe.” Secretary Powell then observed that in developing the right strategic framework for the Bush Administration, “there will be time to consult with our allies and friends to solicit their views and to ensure their understanding of what we are doing and, in some cases, their participation.  We will also discuss issue with the Russians and Chinese, as we continue to operate on the arms control front as well.  In that context, the ABM Treaty in its current form is no longer relevant to our new strategic framework.  We hope to persuade the Russians of the need to move beyond it.”

Hopefully, the Bush Administration will not talk long (no more than six months) to the powers that be in the rest of the world before releasing the genius of American engineers to protect Americans in their homes, while also protecting America’s overseas troops, friends and allies with a truly global defense.  It shouldn’t take long for our allies to understand the benefits of a global defense.  As Lady Margaret Thatcher said so well at the Hoover Institution last summer:  

“There are, indeed, very strong reasons for building a global rather than merely a national missile defense system. Technically, it is safer for us, and more dangerous for our enemy, if their missiles can be destroyed in the boost-phase, before they are able to send out decoys. Politically, it will solidify the NATO alliance if all its members can be brought within this defense system. Strategically, global ballistic missile defense will reinforce America's position as the only truly global superpower, on which the security of all nations from missile attack rests. 

“To achieve these goals will be expensive. America's allies should meet a share of the cost. And delay must be avoided. 

“It is not for me to prescribe the precise technical solutions. But we should certainly avoid heavy investment in an unsatisfactory system determined by the constraints of an unsatisfactory treaty. The Antiballistic Missile Treaty (ABM), which rules out sea- and space-based systems, is a Cold War relic. It is therefore rather surprising that today's liberals show such misplaced affection for it. In fact, the best lawyers tell us that the treaty has lapsed, because the other party to it, the Soviet Union, has ceased to exist. Moreover, whatever rationale it once had has certainly ended, now that an increasing number of unpredictable powers can threaten us with weapons of mass destruction. The ABM treaty is not, as the [Clinton] administration believes, the ‘cornerstone of strategic stability.’ It is a worthless document that deserves to be consigned to one of history's many shredders.” 

Amen to that!!!
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