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More Dumbing Down Of Our Defenses???
This last week highlighted confusion about whether the ABM Treaty is precluding development, testing and deployment of systems the President has said he wishes to build—and indeed whether it is now blocking important development programs that would otherwise be pursued.  The truth is that it has long been blocking the path to the most effective defenses—which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, and mobile land-based.
Nevertheless, last Monday’s newspapers reported around the world that Secretary of State Colin Powell said on last Sunday’s ABC’s This Week that there was no need yet to go beyond the Treaty and that would remain the case until Defense Secretary Rumsfeld says, “I can’t go forward until certain constraints are removed.” Secretary Powell’s comments fit well with opponent “expert” views that all necessary testing can be done on fixed ground-based systems—which are the most expensive, least effective defenses that also take longest to build.

During Secretary Rumsfeld’s appearance before the Senate Armed Services Committee last Thursday, Senator Levin (D-MI) indicated his understanding that Lt. Gen. Ron Kadish, the Director of the Pentagon’s missile defense programs, had testified that there would be no conflict between programs he was recommending for the Fiscal Year 2002 budget and the ABM Treaty.  This sounds like General Kadish’s recommendations are to continue serious development of only some variation of the Clinton ground-based defense system.

The good news is that Secretary Rumsfeld refused to confirm this understanding, and observed that “mobile” ABM systems—including explicitly sea-based ABM systems—could not be tested under the terms of the Treaty.   The bad news is that he gave no indication about his planned program specifics—maybe this week.

Some Senators acted as if this was a new thought—and that Hearings are needed to clarify the meaning of Article V of the ABM Treaty:  “Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based.” 

Senator Cleland (D-GA) also indicated a curious belief that “different engineering” was involved in developing Theater Missile Defense (TMD) systems for our overseas troops, friends and allies vs. developing a National Missile Defense (NMD) for the American homeland—a view he attributed to General Kadish.  This is a bizarre distinction about engineering which probably has political rather than scientific roots.  Indeed the engineering challenge has been not to make TMD systems too capable—otherwise they would violate the ABM Treaty.

Article VI of the Treaty precludes giving TMD systems the capability to defend the U.S. homeland.  As Robert Bell—while serving as President Clinton’s Special Assistant for Defense Policy and Arms Control—said on January 7, 1999:

“You can take an Aegis Cruiser and . . . some stage of internetting [of sensors] and take very fast missiles that we are building for the [sea-based] TMD systems and link them up with ABM capable sensors and radars to get the capability against [intercontinental ballistic missiles]. . . . But at that point, it is no longer a TMD, there is no issue here of ambiguity.  What you have done here is built and produced a sea-based ABM system [prohibited by the ABM Treaty].”

Thus, the Clinton Pentagon was dumbing down the Navy Theater Wide TMD system to protect only our overseas troops, friends and allies.  In that sense, it is a very “different engineering” job than defending the American people—however ludicrous is the engineering challenge not to make a defense too good.  The Clinton Administration slowed down the interceptor design it inherited from the first Bush Administration and used less than the best sensors to make it difficult to shoot down long-range missiles that might reach U.S. cities.  Most ludicrous of all, the cruiser’s Captain was not permitted to shoot until after the target rocket burned out and the defensive interceptor was in a tail chase after a faster missile.

So we have the prospect that we are “engineering” the future Captain of an Aegis Cruiser in the Sea of Japan into a situation where he can shoot down a North Korean missile launched at Tokyo, but not if that same missile is launched at cities in Hawaii, Alaska, or the West Coast.  How would you like to explain the “engineering” merits of that design to the American people if the sad day ever comes when American cities are so threatened?

Hopefully, President Bush, will not continue this Clinton nonsense under his Administration.  Perhaps all will become clear when the Pentagon submits its Fiscal Year 2002 supplemental budget request this week.
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