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PREF ACTE

The Reagan administration was associated with the.
policy change as regards to military strategy and force
structure in comparison with its predecessor.. An analysis
has been made in the first chgpter as to what Reagan
inherited when he tock over on 20 January 1981, what
policy did he adopt in containing the communism and finally

his foreign policy choices as well as its goals have been

discussed.

The sécénd chagpter deals with Reagan's strategles
of National security. This chapter attempts to examine
the strategies which were made during his tenure to safe-
guard the nat ional security and promoted national interest.
All the major strategies were adopted not 6n1y to safeguard
its own interest but also the other countries which were

being thteatenéd by comunist forces.

Undoul;t:edly.f Congress plays‘:f‘é‘fdcrhinant role in
the making of foreign poliéy as well as defense policy.
In the third chapter, a brief survey of Cq:_xgg__essimal
role vis-a-vis the executive branch has been xixade. it
has tried to deal with the growing ascendancy of the

Congress in the decision-making process.

An atteupt has been made in the fourth chapter to
assess the impact of Reagan's policy on U.S..Soviet

relations, the implications of security assistance in
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general and implications of changing force structure in
particular. The divergence of views between his first
aﬁd second term and the wider ramif ications of the policy
have also been dealt with.

In the f£ifth chapter‘, a conclusion has been made
by saying that the period since the-end of World-War 11
was really unique for America. A general overview has
been made by assessing tbe Reagan's priorities as well as

its policies.



Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION



The Unitéd States defense policy, before the secand
World War, was ‘ieéxpressed.:!‘n somewhat ambiguéué tems.
Since then, a number of general statanents with defense
implications were made. These statements revealed the
Aner ican perc@tion of threat to its foreion pol:Lcy goals
and the military action it was willing to undertake to
protect those goals. Implicitly, it also conveyed the
american pursuance of its national mterests. The end of
Second World War brought about major changes in itg threat
perceptionsg. Amer:lcan niilitary stréxtegy since 1945 féflected
the importance given to national defense by the policy
makers. The 1:Lnkage between the nation's foreign and 11:3
defense polic:l.ea reflected the changing intemational
situation and’american reaction to it. The question of
national security and protection of national interest
became the main focus of a well defined national security
or defence policy. The evolution of the organisational
structure to carry out these objectives, can be traced
to .the‘ Eberstadé report of 1945.1'. This repof,t underlined
the significance .and the ingeparability ;of the relation-
ship between m:llitary services and bther parts of the
government (like the Department of State) responsible
for national security. Even then, substantial ﬂnprovenents
were required in the operations where military policy and

H
tl

1

1 For detagils. see, Brewster C. Denny,
Eorelom Policy ag 3 Whole (New Delhi, 1989),
Pp. 84-86. y



pianning came in contact with polit:l.cal,‘ diplomatic, and
econom:l.c_activifies. '

Af ter World War II, due to a largely bipolar security
paradign, with the Soviet Union as the focus of force
planning, the United States had faced the need to build a
force structure capable of respanding;to high levels of
challenge. The ,na{?ﬁure 6£ the intexr;aéional system was
such that nations like the United states, to avoid being
victimized by oth_er pdwei, maintained a relevant level of

military force.‘? :

8ince the declaration of independence of’ America,
its leaders have always. felt a need to arti?:ulate concepts
that cgpture the direction of their foreign policy. 1In
the early days of the Republic, Jefferson borrOWed ideas
set forth :in Waahingtm's farewell addfeg to emphaSJ-ze
the avoidance of "entangl:lng alliances", encouraging the
developument of the new american State £ ree of EurOpean

intrigues. '.l‘he Monroe Doctrine enuncnated in 1823

named in 1852, first invoked in 1895, ‘and recognised by
other nations cnly in the twentieth centux:y, was a
declaration tﬁat the United states expec‘bed the Buropean
powers to keep their *hands off* territory in the Western

g

i

2 Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., "The Emerging Global
Security Bnvircnment®, T th can
ademy_of Political and Social Science, vol. 517

AC
(Septenber 1991), p. 20.



Hdnisptxefe. ’ 'z'hﬁanifest Destiny®, a phrase coined by a New
York newspaper editor in 1845, provided political and
f.heological li.éense fc;r the United States to possess the
whole ccntinmt. Neutrality as espoused by President
Wilson during most of World War I and Roosevelt's lend-
lease formula prior to America's entrapce into World War
11 each conveyed the fundamental thrust of U.S. foreign
policy at critizcally important perioés.f cht:;nunerzt -
“the adroit and vigilant application of counterforce at

a series of cmstaptly éhifting geographical and polfitical
points* - grerged as the. Anerican response to the inter-
national Coamunist threat in the aftemmath of the glcbal
struggle with: fasc isn. '

Containment rose to dominate American foreign policy
from the late £94os to the mid-19608 because it was inter.
preted in a j:easonably consistent faéhiqn énd because it
worked. Cmtainma:t came té mean a net;vork of formal
military alliances and bases, and a tendency to use
m:uitary force to prevent the ez@ansion of Cotnmunist
inf luence beyond those territories seized by the Red
Armmy at the end of the World War 11.3

America‘'s traumatic experience in Vietnam, however,

shattered public cnfidence in containment, at least as

3 George F. Kennan, Memodrg 1025 - 1950 (New York,
1967), p. 383.



it had been a;;biied in the 19608. Even in ftheévface of
noticeably growing conservation in the Axr\exfican mood,
consedquences offthe V ietnam expcrience remain vividly
evident. Many americans, mindful of the excesses of the
sSouth Vietnamese regime against its own people no longer
believed that, support for authoritarian regimes against
their, camnmist challengera should be an autanatic UsSe.
pol icy preference. The intensity of the conflict within
the Communist world, pr;ncipally S:Lng-swiet as well as
sino-Vietnamese has broken down the american image of a
menolithic Conmunist threat.4 N

The Uriited States was confronted wi;;h .several
challenges to :I.ts foreign policy after Vietnam, both
cmceptually and in temms of tangible measures of effective-
ness. Along w:lth it came a decline 1n ‘american self-
conf idence that led to a polarization of view:s about the
future contour of U.S. policies abroad. 'i'he internaticnal
order that preveiled from the late 1940s to "the 1960s
was marked by several distinctive characteristlce. of
greatest signif icance was the dom:l.nation by ‘the United .
States over most facets of intemat:,ion(al mil itary,
political and economic life. In military temms, the
United States enjoyed substantial qualitative and

4 MichEél Nacht, “Toward an American Conception of
Regional Security" Paedalus (Cambridge, Massa-
chusaets), vol. 110, no. 1, Winter 1981, p. 2.



quant itative suéeriority over its principal rival, the
Soviet Union, in intercantinental-range nuclear wegzpons,
nuclear systems based in Burope, naval forces, and airlift
and sealift capabilities. Most of the Presidents since
1952 'attdnpted f:o create their own doctrine. The doctrines
art iculated by Toosevelt and Truman, inffacfst,’esfcgplished
the precedent for future Presidents. : ‘The é;isenhower
Doctrine dealt specifically with the Middle East. In the
Year 1957 President Dwight D. Eisenhovér was granted 7
authority by the Us COnéxess to use American armed forces
in the Middle Bast if it is being controlled by Communist
power or if it f;hes a threat from the Communist power.5
However, in ité broadest sense this doctrine was used by
President Ronai.d Reagan in 1983, in Lebanon, and by

President Georée Bush in the recent Gulf war.

'présiﬂent Richard M. Nixon, too had a}inounced his
own doctrine :In a.n informal news conference in 1969. 1t

was, however, not a joint Congressional msolutlcn, like
the Eisenhower's one. N ixon doctrine specifically dealt
with Sou’cheast aén;.é It is a fact that Richard N:onn
became President at a traumatic period in American hlstory,
undoubtedly. Vietnam, a defense and foreign policy issue,

5

5 Stephen E. aAnbrose, “The Presidency and Foreign
Policy®, FEoreion Affairs (New York, N.Y.), vol. 70,
no. 5, Winter 1991/92, p. 121.°

6 Morton Halperin, t th
(Boston, 1971), p. 68. o



underlay the trauna. .ﬁuring his period, the daninating
influence on domestic and intematiaial policy was Vietnam.
The Nixan's period \(tas also one of great technological
activity. On the strategic nuclear level, t;wofmutually
supportive technologies having a great. ixﬁpao't rﬁeached
campletion. The £ irst was multiple warhead itechnology.

It was for the first time developed by the United states
and, was, known as the multiple independently targeted
reentry vehic_lé (MIﬁV) . It was deployed in.1970, and
entered the s&iet arsenal in 1975. The MIRV allows more
than one warhead to be launched from a single rocket,
which thus atfaosks multiple targets. The secamd technologi-
cal influence was great improvement in missile and warhead

accuracy . - R

The Cartg';_x;oct;me, specifically de-a:lt“’with the
Persia;i Gulf. 'I;is doctrine too, had no Cmgrépsimal
authorization. . §He g.‘m his doctrine anmciated ;chat the
United States would use military force to repel a SOVJ.et
assault in the Gulf. Howaver, this doctrine was not c1ted
by either Reagan or Bush when they sent U.s. armed forces
to the regicn.7 The Reagan doctrine had no specific
wording as Well 'as Congressional authorization. It was
basically -hia‘vpol:lcies in t.';xe third world. It meant covert

U.S. military and ecanomic support for ﬁhose Qho were

7 Stephen E. ambrose, n. 5, p. 122.



indulged'in ﬁiping out the ccmhmiat forces fran their
area. Reagan became the President at a time when there
was a resurgence’ o:E interest in defenseé issues, due to
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in ﬁecenber 1979.
Initially, Carter made his own "cqnp_‘rehms:l.Ve proposal*
to reduce U.S. and Soviet arsenals by 25 per cent. :
Strategic anns catrol peached its h:l.gh mark after the
signing of SALT 1 :l.n Vienna in June 1979, by Carter and
Brezm‘ev. However, the intermational events that took
place in the late 1970s, served as the death knell for

SALT II in the U.S. Senate.B

5
Pl

The major evéxt that led to Carter's defeat in
the 1980 electicn was the Iranian Revolution and the
taking of American hostages by the revoluticnars.es.
Carter had praised the shah as an :Important alch yet
failed to support h:lm when the revoluticn began. He
failed to open lines of cmmlcatlm with the reVOlutlo-
naries. He decided to allow the shah into t.he Un ited
states despite clear warnings about the repercussions.
After the fall of the Shah of Iran to the militant,
anti-&merican?l(haneini theocracy, the Persian Gulf area,
which was in 'fact, the single large'et'souree of the
world's betr_oletm éergy. was destabilized. after the
invasion of afghanistan, US. reSponded by suspending
grain sales to the soviets and- boycotted the 1980 summer

8 For details, see, George Qu'ester; Lng.m
W (New York' 1982) FP 1S2-59 -



01ympics':ln Moscow. The 1979 events in Iran and Afghani-
stan shocked Carter, who in an enbarrassed mood said that
he had leamt more sbout Soviet behaviour in the twenty.
four hpurs su:ro_mding the soviets' landing in Kabul than
he had in his é_pz‘i‘evious three years m_'officg.gf

Carter's strategic policy which wéas adopted in 1978, A
was the "comi:ezva;il:lng strategy". a'l‘:he main themne oxfthis
strategy was limited mg]_._e_ar_, options. The idea behind ;1‘t
was that the United states must have gppropriate and
proportional responses to meet any Soviet provocation.
The Soviets wouid be deterred by recognizing the futility
of expecting to gain £ran any ccntempg;ated aggression.

A8 Brown, his Swretary of defense, h:imself put it in

his last annua_l report, “our counterVailing strategy ...
tells the {vorld that no potential adversarir orE the United
States could ever ccnclude that the fruits of this '
aggressim would be worth his own costs;’ 10 'It was
cbvious that, for atleast a decade, S_‘ALT I formed a
partial security regime based on thef-acceptance of g
parity, recognition of mutual vulnerability, _and agrée;
ments to :limit both offense and defense. These principles

and nome were; supplenented by specific rules in a

9 John W. Spanier,
W (New York, 1985)7_p’- 164,

10 U.sS .a. Department of Defense, annual Report to
(Washingtcn, 1980) .



treaty fonn aﬁd an ingtitutional framework calling for
the,stand:!ng Cmsultative Canmiss ion fo discuss issues of
canpliance. Both sides def ined their short.temm intérests
by adhering to such rules as not mterfering with the
national technical means of verif ication and by disrnantling

nuclear systans that exceeded treaty restraints.ll

Several changes in the intemational setting and
domestic polit:l.cal scene facilitated Reagan s harder line
on defense. Intermationally, there----were‘ changes. - The
first was an altered U.S.-Soviet relatimship_. The
"spreading glow of detents" announced by SeCrétary of State,
Kissinger, dur:Lng Nixon's period, in the early 19708 had
been replaced by an increasingly cool relatJ.onshJ.p, much
of it created in the wake of the Sov:let invasion, of
Afghanistan and Cagr:ter's responses to that”event. 'I‘he ”
failure to ratify SALT-II ref lected Reagan s ccnviction
of a hostile Soviet Unim. Reagan ccnmitted his admin is-
tration to a rafp.'ld buildup of US. military forces and
to large increases in spending for defense. Hence, the
President, ,necognized the need to move forward in
controlling weapmns of mass destruction.

Despité same criticism that Reagan was. intractable

in his opposi"ci_on to any U.s.-Soviet ac_co::fl 01{1 nuclear

3
-

11 Joséph S. Nye, Jr., %ams Coptfi)l :and Intemational
Politics", PDaedalus, vol. 120, no. 1, Winter 1991,
P 156. ‘ .

g
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arms, his posité.m during the election canpaign struck
a respmsivie chond with a majority inicé‘ngr‘esg and with
a public disillusioned with the meager successes of the
U.S.-Soviet detente, which were very much sought by .
Republican and Democratic administrations alike since
the 19608- For me thing, a series of ini:ematicnal
reverses in the 1ate 19705 had eroded support for arms

control as a 8olution for easing East-West tensions.

Howeves;f the ideas and institutions of arms control
were shaped in a bipolai: world. With the decline of Soviet
power, and the Soviet withdrawal fram many of its third
world positmns, had led greater implications for the future
of amms cmtrol. " For the last four decades the two Super
Powers built Mpressive military arsenals. In the existing
political scenario, they might begin disnantl:i.ng those
arsenals. ﬁndoﬁbteély, ams ccntrcﬁ gthas cfucial political
roles. 'I'he!firsf is to reassure the publics in den&crécies,
arms ccntrol 13 an inevitable and :lxnportant part of the
domesgtic political power related to defense. The second
political role of armg control is to provide reassurance
among adverssrias. Arms cantrol is sometimes divided
into structural amms control that deals with force postures,
and Operaticlial' ams control that deals w:li:h the operatim
of forces. Both these tw: dimensims are closely related.
In a sense, all ammsg control is a canfidence and security-

building meas‘ufé 12

i2 = Ibid., pp. 158-61.
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Several étddies indicated that ‘deft.e'i%:eIEWas a
casualty of the rapid 50\:riet defense i:u:l.ld up, undertaken
initially while the United States""ﬁéa_;_b'egtm to slow down
its military spending. toward the end of the Vietnam war.
That deVelopment gradually fed apprd’xensicn m Washmgton
that Moscow wm;.d be egunboldened to take political and
military advmté,ge of america's loss of nuclear hegemony.
Desgpite such f;ars, the United States_. cmtinued to 'lag
behind the Soviet Union through the renainder of the 1970s
in its commitment to defense. In the sti:rategic area,
President Reagan cmmed strategic force modemization
with new a::m$ control initiatives. 1In additlon to canti-
nuing the Cartar initiatives regarding air-launched
cruise migsiles, force moder_gizatim ;,,v:ir;volved procureunent
of the B-.IB bémbelj;, limited deploynflerit of the MX missile,
research and development cn the siﬁgle warhead missile,
Midgetman, and a revamping of the strategic’ ¢ammana,
control, cdmﬁtﬁibatims and intelligence sYsténs. Reagan
in March 1983, ’directed the establishment of a comprehensive
and :intensive zesearch program to develop a defense
against ballistic migsiles. The Strategic Defense
Initiative, SD1 ér “star Wars®, added é note of uncertainty
regarding the future of strategic nuclear de,t,errence.u‘

13 Peter A. Clausen, “SDI in Search of a Mission",
J (New York, N.Y.), vol: 11
no. 2, spring 1985, pp. 253-54.

§ i i i
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The Réagan Pentagon, however, did not, instantly
adopt an agg’rgssiv? pro ballistic m:'lséiile défénse st;-n_ce,
which was reflected in the statements of Secretary of
Defense, Caspar We. weinberger in his Reports to Congress.
In his £ :Lrst force statement, there is a note of caution
on the subjects |

“For the ‘futux:e, we are not yet sure

how well ballistic missile defenses will
work; what they will cost; whether they
would require changes in the ABM Treaty;
and how additional Soviet ballistic missile
defenses - which would almost certainly be
deployed in response to any U.S. BMD system
- would affect U.S. and allied offensive
capabilities“. (14)

In his second Rq:ort. issued m 1983 for FY 1984,
Weinberger's x‘ness'age was to a extent Bpt:lmistic. His.
statements weres

"Our extensilve work with Ballistic Missle
Defenge (BMD) components has demmstrated
that an active defense could protect some
high value strategic assets fram ballistic
migsile attack. The program is structured,
therefore, to sustain our understanding of
this technology so that we could f ield an
advanced and highly effective BMD system
quickly should the need .arise". ( 15)

Reagan's announcement of SDI had been preséqu by the

ccnmissioning,oﬁ two studies on the subject in, June 1983,

3

14  U.S.A. Department of Defense, Annual Report to
mmulw (Washington DC, 1982),
p. 111-65.

15 . U.S.As Department of Defense, annpual Report Ptg

the ¢ 7 ongress, Fiscal Year 1984 (Washingron DC, 1983),
p. 227.
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which were completed in October. When integrated, these
studies recamneﬁded the expazditure of ai 18 to § 27
billicn beﬁwe’en'FY 1985 and FY 1989 for resea;:ch andv
developuent, and for a total deployment by the year 200
of a system with a total cost estimated in the range of

g 95 billion - President Reagan formally accepted these
reccxmnendationa cn January 6, 1984, in the form of rxational
security decision directive No. 119. The SDI was thus
bom and was reflected in the enthusiastic}.:ad\;rocagy of
the programby Secmtary Weinberger in his FY 1985 Report.
In that document, he saids

"The study concluded that advanced defense
technologies could offer the potential to
enhance deterrence and to help present nuclear
war by reducing significantly the utility of
Soviet preenptive attacks and by wndermin ing
an aggressor's confidence in the probability

’ of a successful attack against the United

- States and its allies". (17)

i
Q

To this end, the Secretary reccmnendéd 4 1.74 billion
' i8

¥

in research and development funding for FY 1985.

This evolution during the first temm clearlf '
suggests. that advocates of BMD have gainedthe overwhelming

16 Keith Payne and Colin S. Gray, “Wuclear Policy

and the Defensive Transition®, Foreian Affairs
(New York, N.Y.), vol. 62, no. 4, (Spring 1984),
P 821. . R

17 U.S.a. nepa:tmezt of Defense, ann

aAhnyal Report to the
Congreas, Fiscal Year 1985 (Washington DC, 1984). p.58.
18 ibid., p. 193.
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upper hand in the Reagan administration. éé.nce his

i Lo R
reelection, President Reagan Continued his spirited advo-
cacy of SD1 as a cmtrepiece of both his strategic amms

and amms control strategies.

it i_s,th“e President who shapes the destiny of
his administration. 1In the arenas of defense policy,
nuclear sttatécy and amms control, a Presideﬁ_t's latitude
is more cmstrgihed by systemic factors than»iit is in
other policy arenas. In his first annual i‘ep'ort to Congress,
Defense Secretary We inberger stressed “the long over-due
modem ization of our strategic forces“ 19 . He also noted
that arms control was %a melancholy chapter in the
troubled history of the last decade or twc".f ,':;: We inberger
was specific%epout the source of UsS i‘disapéointnent".
“Our land based deterrent forces have beccxne highly
vulnerable evél though one of our main purposes in SALT

was to prevent such vulnerability®.®

The msuccessful negotiations o both intemediate
nuclear forces in Burope and strategic weapons between
1981 and 1983 provided the cantext in which the Reagan
adm:lnistration sought to def ine its own gpproach to

ams control. In his first presslccnference after his

¥
5,

19 U.S.A. Deparunent of Defense, Aann fga], Repoxrt to the
Clexf g8, Fiscal Year 1983 (Wash:lngtcn DC, 1982},
p. ®

20 Ib:l.d.,fp. 19.
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inauguraticn, Reagcn set a harsh tane to U.s_"f;..;‘-soviet

relationss ;

“The deiets have openly and publicly

declared that the anly morality they

recognise is what will further their -

cause (of promoting world revolution

and a one world socialist or communist

state), meaning they reserve unto them-

selves the right to canmit any crime, to

lie, to cheat, in order to attain that,

- and: that is moral, not immoral, and we

-operate on a d:i.fferent set of_st:gndgrd;sf'.( 21)
This very statement of Reagan in the press conference
signalled the administration's 1ntent_,icn" to change the
£ ramework which had charact"erized p'rew} lous arms control
efforts. The nm\ediate arms control agerlda for the
Reagan administration was not strategic nuclear weapon s
but lcng range intemediate nuclear-forces (LRINF}; Having
aff irmed in February 1981, Us support for the 1979 NATO
dual track decisicn on LR]NF ‘Reagan annomced the Us
negotiating pps;tion in Navember. Dubbed the “zero
option%, the proposal envisioned cancelling Pershing 11
in exchange for 80v:l.et dismantling of 8s-4, ss 5 and SS-20
intennediate range missiles, including those SS 20s

deployed in the Ural Mountains and thc .‘;ov;__et Far Bast.

~ Since his first inauguration :n Januaxy 1981, and
ccntinuing through 1984 :lnto his seccnd tenn, Presldent

5y 4
I

21 chaid’ Reagan, News Conference, 29 Uaiﬁuary, 1981,

mmww_a_u
no. 5, PP- 66-.67.
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Reagan's policies on arms control negotiations with the
Soviet Union have mdergme a significant evolution.

This evolution occurred in three areas: in his general
policies ar_xdattitude ‘toward the Soviet govemment, in

his arms control policies and negotiations with the Kremlin
to reduce strategic and intermediate-range huc lear weapons,
and in his plan to introduce new defense technologies into

the strategic equaticn 22 R

Presideixt'neagan!s general,.p.alicy towards. the :-«/
Soviet Union has been caumnly called "hard ,,]_;iffu‘ This
was reflected in his rhetoric, which also assumed a moral
position of condaxmaticn of Soviet conduct. After assuming
off ice, Reagan‘ in addmssirlg the menbers of:'Parlianent
at Londm, rsnarked that democracy "will leave Marxism.
Leninism the ash-heap of history as it has left other
tyrannies which ‘stifle the freedom and nuzzle the self-
expression of the people”. 23 In 1983 he called the

Soviet Union "the focus of evil in the modern world“ and
24

labelled it "an.evil empire®. In January 1984, President
22 Charles R. Gellner, "arms Control: An Bvolving
Record of Hope", in Stephen J. Cimbala, ed., The

Readan Pefenge Pr £ ot . .

(Wi]mjngtw, Del; 1986), Do 162.

23 chald Reagan, “Address to Menbers of Parliaxnent
Londn®, June 8, 1982,

mﬂéﬂw no. 23, p. 769-

24 Ronald Reagan, “Remarks at the annual Convention of
the National association of Bvangelicals®, March 8,
1983, HeeKly Compilation of Presidential Documentg,
_u, no. lq, Pe 369. ' ;
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Reagan's rhetoric was softened; howev!'gr,* his hard-line

policy remained substantially the same. In a milestone

speech of January 16, 1984, he proclaimed his new

approachs

§

b

s e,
¢

"Deterrence is essential to preserve peace
and protect our way of life, but deterrence
is not the beginning and end of our policy
toward the Soviet Union. We must and will
engage the Soviets in a dialogue as serious
and camstructive as possible - a dialogue
that will serve to promote peace in the
troubled regions of the world, reduce the
level of ammg, and build a ccnatructive
working relationship. Neither we nor the
Soviet Union can wish away the differences
between our two socileties and our philoso-
phies, but we should always remgnber that
we do have canmon interests and forenost
anong them 'is to avoid war and reduce the
level of armg®. (25)

, , Do Lo o
This new gpproach can be attributed in part to the

fact that 1984 was an election year, and that public

opinion in ‘the United States and in allied nations

man ifested a; atrcng desire that the President's so far

unf ruitful policy in regard to ams ccntrol agreementsg

should begin to achieve results.

The Presidmt avowed

that successful a:.st cantrol was a favoured ob jective.

For example. Just before meeting with 30viet Foreign

Minister andrel Gromyko in September 1984,_ President

.

25

i

Ronald Reagan, “aAddress to the Nation, U.S.
Allies, and the Soviet Union®, January 16,

1984,

mzmw.&uw_m

Heeklv C
n°0 3' pp. 4’0-41.
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Reagan declared to the WN General Assembly. '"we recogn ize
that there is no sane altemative to negotiations o arms
control and ot.her issues between our two nat;loqs, which

have the capaclt‘y to &estroy civilization as we know it .26

after his reelection Reagan insisted upon his deep
desire for controlling and reducing nuclear armaments.

At his secand inauguration he saids——- - .

“There is only me way safely and legiti-
mately to reduce the cost of national =
security, and that is to reduce the need

for it. and this we are trying to do .

negot iations with the Soviet Union. Wwe

are not just discussing limits on' a further
increase of nuclear weapons; we seek, Instead,
to reduce their nunber. We seek the total o
elimination: cne day of nuclear; weapos fram P
the face of the Earth". (27)

The Reagan aditinistration was intent upon moving its
military build-up into high gear and initiating its
domestic reforms. Because it was elaborating new proposals
that departed é@stantially from the pattern of past
proposals, the adminlstraticn needed time to prepare.

In November 1981, in part because of urging £ram NATO

the adminigtration began negotiations with the soviet

4

26 Ronald tieagan, ‘waddress Before tfxe UN. General
Asgembly%, September 24, 1984, Weekly Compilgtion
W&W. ‘no. 39, p. 1356,

27 Ronald Reagan, Inaugural address, January 21, 1985,

ibido'_ - NOe 4 p- 690
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Union on mtemedié.te-range nuclear forces (IN_Ef) . These
negotiatiohs- ﬁad been started during fhe fi;xa‘]: months of
President Carter's admin 1stration. They prbceeded under

the aegis of NATO's "two-track" decision in December 1979

to pursue negot:l.ations with the Soviets, while s imultanecusly
fulf illing plans to deploy the £irst U.S. intemediate-
range missiles in Burope in Decegnber 1983.

! The Reag?d administratim's proposals for controlling
nuclear amaments were constructed of substantially new
campanents reflect ing the philosophy of the President.

In brief, they wer“e;he,avily we:l.ghte;i in fa\;our of ac_i:ieving
certain objeciéiv_es. such as equality in the INF talks and
deep reducticna :In-’ the total number of. inte;r ‘;cnt:lnental
balligtic mis;ii'es: in the Strategic Arms Rédwtim Talks
(START) negotiations, that they lacked much negot iability.
President Reagan's f:Lrst Secretary of State, Alexander

Haig, temed the U.S INF proposals as “not negotiable®

and the U.S. START proposals as "flamred".z8

Witl'; the ll)lessing.of NATO, the adminigtration's
program for dapfioying :Intennediate-lrangé bélliv;i.stic missile
and cruise missiilea in Westem EBurope fér def énse against
already deployed Spviet migsiles m@vga stead ily ahe;d'
toward its announced goal of initial deployments at the

28 Alexander Halg, %&w
W (New York, 1984) , p. 223.



end of 1983. .The Soviets had warned for some'time that
with the dep‘io:yments, which théy viewed as strategic because
the warheads of the U.S. missiles would be able to strike
Soviet territozy, they would reappraise . their policies.
When the first missiles were landed in guope in Noveuber
1983, the solvviiei‘: delegates walked out oé both the INF and
START negotiations.

| The Unitéd States was canmissioned by NA'I‘O to nego-
tiate with the Sov.iet Union on limiting:missi'les. When
the negotiations began in earnest in}vNo":ember 1981, the
Reagan administration introduced its initial proposal, .
known as the 5Zero Option%. This prOposal stipulated in
brief that “the United States is prepared to ‘cancel its
deployment of Pershmg 1I and ground..launched cruise
missiles if the soviets will dismantle their $5-20, $S-4,
8S5-5 x_nissiles". ~ One of the notable features of the U.s.
proposal was, that it was global in its ';appl‘ication, that-
is, it would héve prohibited the deploy#xedt of intemmediate
range missilea all over the world by the United States
and the Soviet. Union.

i

This prcposal was essenti_allf nonnégotiable
because it asked for a total t:r:adeé b‘:etween nonexisteht
promised missiles on the one side and actually ex:.stmg
missiles on the other. The Soviet Union had deployed
intermediate range migsiles for approx:imately twenty-£f ive

years. Fonner Secretary qf State Halg wrote;
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"It was absurd to expect the Soviets
to dismantle an existing force of 1,100:
warheads, which they had already put into
the £ield at the cost of billions of rubles,
in exchange for a pramnise from the United
States not to deploy a missile force that
we had not yet begun to build:.and that had
aroused such violent controversy in Western
Burope". (29) ; ’ .
The Soviet Unlon initially proposed that all
intennediate-,range_ weapons in Europe, :I.nclud:lng both
missiles and aircraft, be reduced to 300 an each side.
According to its proposal, the NATO side would include
U-S., BritiSh, and French missiles. Since the British and
French governments took the position, supported by the
United States, that their nuclear forces were excluded

from the negotiations, the effect of the 50v1et proposal

could have been to exclude campletely all new U.S. missiles

and many U.s. alrcraft. 1t also wo@ld“.haYe considerably

limited missiles .and aircraft on the Soviet side.

B

It can be thus said that U.S. milltary strategy

and force structure were shaped in large part by three

key assunption_s stenming fran the strategic situation.

First, .the most denanding contingedcy facing
the U.S. conventional forces is a war with the Soviet
Union and its Warsaw Pact allies in Europe and adjacent

areas, and perhaps world wide.

DISS
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Second, the most demanding contingency for the
US. 'strateg:!.é i:mciear forces would be a full scale

nuclear exchang% with the soviet Union.

Third, the force requirements for any war short of
a major war with the Soviet Union would be less than

those for phe broader contingency.

The Readan admin istration generélly%" aéi;eed with
its predecessor that maintaining essential equivalence
with the soviet Union in nuclear weabms was essential
for ensuring the fxaticn's security. Both adminlstratlon s
pursued a strategic pol.tcy based on the deVelopment of the
most advanced land-based nuclear misslles. and both
placed particular importance on the theoretical ability
of Moscow's ve?zy accurate multiple independently targetable
reétltry Vehicl%e (MIRV) ICBMs to destroy America's land-
based miesil}es‘ d;iring a period in which U.s nuclear
weapons posed no eduivalent threat to heavily protected
Soviet missile sllos emwbedded in tens of concrete and
rock. The Reagan administration viewed the.;exlstmg
nuclear balance generally as much more favourable to
Moscow than did Carter and his deﬁegse advisors.
Reagan's nuclea'r-vprogrdn broke ivith the Carter app;'oach
in two ixngogtant:i:'espeCts. First, Reagan,'s; concept
of deterrent credibility - being able to.survive a
Soviet attac’:ké with enocugh remaining nuclear warheads

to inflict heavy damage on the Soviet Union - placed more
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enphasis than Carter's @ the need to build upéédefensive
systems to wipe out incoming Soviet missiles and to
minimize the civilian damage that would be incurred by

a Soviet strike. Reagan's programme would contribute

to deterrence by making the resort to war a more "crédible"
US. optioﬁ. ’ l;leagan also accelerated ‘develo'péméht of.
defensive systm; designed to provide early wamm ing of
incoming Soviet warheads.

It becones clear that neither the nature of the
Soviet threat nor the American understanding of that
threat has renained canstant. Undoubtedly, thére have
been sdme noted milestmes along the path of the Anerican
pol icy response s:lnce the post World War 11 period. One
was the China card, which :lnaugurated a more flexible
‘and multilateral .viéw of the problem U.S. security pol icy
faces. Frusi:ration over Vietnam spurred a V:search fdi:
responses go:lng beyond a direct U.s. military ‘involvement.
At the same time, the inexorable increase in Soviet military
strength has _sqbered American expectations about any
optimistic detélte. ‘The result was that containment,
remained the .core of U.S. security policy.

At the coanventional leVelv, the main thrust was
on reamament to improve the quality of America s fighting
forees. The Rap:ld Deployment Force was upgraded to the
Central Command (CBNTCOM) to place g:eaf:er enphasis

its importance. It renewed interest in the special forces
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and their unconventional warfare role; the deployment

of Pershing 11 and ground launched cruise missiles

(QLCMs) in Europe was designed to enhance NATO capabilities.
The Reagan glcbal strategy had important force planning

and deployment implications. Because there were so

many potential “ocut-of-area* contingencies to which the
United States might have to respond, readiness needed
improvement. Enhanced ams development and the changing
force structure during his period were the main features

of administration.



Chapter 11
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The inauguration of Ronald Reagan in 1980 as
President brought with it a major shift in the philosophy
of government, and a distinctly different ideology.

Reagan emphasized the need to strengthen America's strategic
nuclear defenées to counter what he perceivéd to be a
serious Soviet military threat. Reagan was .elected on a
platfonn that sounded a call to ams against what he
viewed as a dire and immediate danger - an acceleratmg
Soviet threat to america's national security. More than
two years later, the President remained distrustful of

the deta\vte in U.S;-SOViBt relations pursued by both
Republican and Democratic administrations during the 1970s.
He cmsidered ,‘tlzlat policy disastrous, because, to him it
1§nored the harsh realities, of Soviet expansionism and
failed to deter the balance of strategic nuclear amms
f:ﬁm_tﬂting in Moscow's favour. In reaponse, Reagan

' canm':l.tted h:ls' administration to a rapid build.-up of U.S.
milita:.y forces and to large increases in spending for

defence.

Reagan dé_nounced the U.s.-Soviet fstf‘atégic amms
limitation 'r:eatf (SALT 1I) negotiated By Carter, but
never appraved by Ethe Senate, as “f!at:ally flawed®, sf!":ihce
the treaty gave the Sovist Union certain military ?
advantages avér the United states. Responding to charges
that his emphasis on a U.S. military build-up and opposi._
tion to sauT II would provoke a new round in a dangerous

nuclear canpetition with the U.5.5.R., Reagan in August
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1980 said, “we are already in an ams race, ‘but only the

Soviets are racing®.

”By the middle of Reagan's secu}d yea? in office,
there was increasing public anxiety that administration's
policies were increasing the risks of nuclear war with
the Soviet Union. 1 He also agreed to resume U.S. efforts
to reach an anns control accord with the SOViet Union.

He offered to beg:ln a new round of talks with the soviet
Union, labelled the strategic amms reduction talks (START).
As one scholar puts it, Reagan's first temm soviet policy
was surprisingly moderate, when the record'of the adminis-
tration was examined. For instance, Reagan lifted the
grain embargo on the Soviets imposed by Carte}:. Further
he did not activate the pPolish tensions to galn leverage
in the East_wes,t::‘tensions. In a speech :!n Eureka
Illinois on May 9, 1982, the Pres iden.t declared that

the talks would be grounded in more "realistic" proposals
than those submitted at the SALT II negotiations under .
Carter. Ang ams agreement, the President .ewphasized,
would have t’o;p,xeeerve an “equitable® balance between

the two super;pfowers._ The goal, he said, was not simply
to freeze but to reduce the deployment of weapons capable

1 Peter R. Zwick, ‘“american-soviet Relations: The
Rhetoric and Realism®, in William P. snyder and
James Brovn, eds., Refense Policy in the Reagqan
Administxation (Washington D.C., 1988), pp. 84-85.
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of nucleef de’jst:uction ‘without‘ endangering U.s . security.2
Reagan's START proposal included substantial cuts in the
existing stockpiles of U.S. and soviet intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and submarine-launched ballistic
migsiles (SLBMs) . Bach side would be allowed to deploy

the same nuwber of these wegpons.

However,; eeVeral inconsistenciesuvwe.:e ;epparent in
the american aéi):oach. For :instance,; Reagen's belligerent .
denouncement of the soviet Union"'é'éwiﬁé “evil empire",
resulted in eventual canpromise and even friendship with
Soviet Unioi;x. He entered office aiming for a first;strﬂce
capability and ‘ended up signing the first anns reductim
agreement of the Cold War. He promised never to pay
ransom for hqséages, then Secretly sold weapons to the
Iranian government in return for the release of hostages.>
Desgpite many :lriccnsis_tencies, he had'ﬁ same Tsuccess. His
administration coincided with a number of amms reduction
agreements, and it managed eight years without a major
war. Reagéné's}fo:eign policy emphasized i;‘hvef;following
pointsz. realism is more effective than idealism; a
strong military 1is essential to irnplaenetztmg an activist

foreion policy;‘ Congress is less likely to sustain an

2 Herbert Scoville, "“eterring Detterence" New
York Times, 23 May, 1982. For the text of Eureka
College; Canmencement address, see Weekly Compilation

sﬁwmm (Washlngton D.C. ),
3 Stephen E. ambrose, The ea_-ggggn v agd Foreian policy,

(New York; N.Y), vol: 70; no. 5,
B: 134




activiét policy than the President; and ¢méistency in
foreign policy :Lfs difficult to achieve but immensely
powerful when it happens. Its main concern renained om
develop ing america’s military might to an extent whe,@e’, |
the force structure of the Us defence wduld;_be» a power
to reckcﬁ with. The main argument was that political
and ideological ‘conflicts notwithstanding, the US and
Soviet Union shared a common interest in war avoidance
and nuclear ccnfrontation Theref ore, enhancement of
national security could be achieved through a regulated
strategic relationship, yet, differing geostrategic
outlooks, plose different dilenmé.s to the Us and Soviet
Union. This inevitably reflected on their perspectives
on the utilii-.y of nuclear weaponé and_A.miilit-ary force

in general, and force structuies in; pgrticular. Thus,
the Reagan administration attempted t§ redef ine the B
arms catrol agenda from the policy framework of itsk

predecessors. 4

The cmtéxt of Reagan's security strategies have
to be viewed against the legacy it inherited. The adminis-
tration's pur,_‘su':l.t of substantial impriovement in the U.S.
strategic atémal as well as reorimtaéim of the ams
cantrol agenda has also to be evaluated against any

incompatibilities that may emerge in the pol icy

i

4  Schuyler Foerster, “The Reagan Administration and
Ams Control Redef ining the .Agenda, in snyder and
Brown, n.- 1, pe 6.
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The Nixon administration, faced with an unpopular
war in Vietnam é.nd danestic dissent at home, came to power
at a particularly unptOpitious time to launch new military
initiatives. The Soviet's lead in caventional forces was
growing, as quantitative disparities Wei‘e maintained and
Anerica's tedmological» ._édge decreased. ! Strategic nuclear
parity was beccming a fact. .N'neriéa"f; fundamental natimal
security' cbjective remained to prevent Soviet expansion.
Nixon and Kissinger nonetheless believed that through an
adroit and prudent mixture of political and military
instruments the Soviets could be restrained.

Nixon aﬁd Kissinger viewed ams control as part
of the larger defense policy - foreién policy framework.
The first rctﬁd of U.s.-Soviet anné“c“dxtrol discugs ions,
the_'strate:g"-ié ams limitation talks, or SAiT“I, was
initiated by the Nixon administration in the'fall of 1969.°
That effort culminated in the signing in MosGow on May
26, 1972, of :two major ams agree!nlal?(::sz} a treaty limiting
strategic missile defense systems :and an agreement "setﬁting
ceilings ai the number of offensive Inucleafir; weapons each
sidé couldééEocl:;Sile; The treaﬁy, which easily won

Senate approval, limited the United States and the sovist
. g . .

5 For details about SaLT, John Newhouée, Cold _pawn:
The Story of SALT (New York, 1973), p. 16.

!
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Union to two anti..ballistic missile (ABM) sites - one .
for the defense of each nation's capital and the other :
for the defe,nge of an intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICﬁM) facilif:Y: in each country. Subsequentlj, in 1974,
the two sides signed a p:thol restricting each nation
to one aBM site. The secand pact under SALT 1 was a five-
vear interim ‘agreement l‘imiting offensive missile launchérs -
land based silos and submarine missile tubés - to those
under caistruCtion or deployed at the time of the signing.
The Soviet Union had a greater number of miasfi‘Lle launchers
than the United States in 1972, but the United states

had a numerical superiority in Warhe§ds and strategic
bawbers. However, the interim agreement proved to be
controversial because the agreement on the number of a
launchers,allowed the Soviet Union to retain considerably
more offensive migsliles than the United stat'e.s had
deployed. v

The Interim Agreement was widely halled as an
effect ive cdnpromise furthering detente. Although it |
nlegitimized" the Soviet lead in lawnchers as well as
Moscow's throw-weight advantages, as the United States
was not going to build more or larger launchers. Almost
as som as SALT 1 was signed, talks began on a SALT 1I
treaty, which was to take effect whel the interim ‘
agreegnent limiting offensive nuclear missiles explred )

in October 1977,, Like the SALT I accords, the .SAL‘I‘ 1)



31

Treaty ‘seemed to codify an energing strategic balance

that included th,e 58-17 and the 85-19. Nixon's policy of
relaxing tensions with the Soviet Union received widespread
public approval.. |

Ledgacy of Carter .

1f the .197082 opened with same optimiarﬁ about the
advantages of a i)olicy of deterrence, East-??est stability
and ams ccntrolz_, it closed with considerable gloom. By
mid-1972 it generally was believed by the U.s. defense
experts, that Moecow had gained the leadgin the nunber of
missiles deployed:s about 2000 campared to 1,700 for the
United States. Bach side's missiles were about equal in
accuracy and reliability, but the SOViet's ICBMs were

able to carry a larger payload (explosive charge) .

~ While members of the NATO alliance, including the
United States, had adcpted a poiicy of ams restraint and

reduced their OVerall military expenditures, the Soviet

)
l

Union's defmse budget showed a steady increase, ‘according
to Defense Deparunerlt east::lma’cas.6 The Pentagon projected
Soviet‘spending’for defense,'at' ab_out 12 to 14 per cent

of the U.S.S.R's annual Gross Natimai Product (QIP) .

!
{

A major Innovation in the early 1970s was the
develcpment of warheads called multiple independently

[
'a

6 USA, Department of Defense, Release titled, Cgnpgrative
Study of Defenge Budoget of U.S A @d soviet Union

(Novanber 1972) «

¢
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targeteﬂd re—entr;{ vehicles, or MIRVs. 'I‘his enabled a
single missile to carry several nuclear warheads, each of
which could be aimed at a different target. Accurate
MIi!V s f.hat could. be launched in minutes changed the
nunbers game drsmatically. With MIRVs on each super
power's mis‘sileé, a few launchers could deliﬁer a devas-
tating blow to tha other side's ability to retalliate,
and the attacked still would retain enough warheads to
attack a'_seémd time. Carter's State of the Union message
on 21 January, 1980, reegwphasised the need to enhance
national security and american military strength; He
ingisted thét American must pay whatever price_‘ required
to "remain the s;trqngest nation in the world*., That price
has increased as the military power of our major adversary
has grom and its readiness to use the power has been
made .;.. evident in Af@anistan.'] The speech also gave
details on the U.S. defense programme which would involve
a three pgt cent 'grovrth rate in 1981.8_ v

i L)
£

At the end of the 1970s there was growing disillusion-
ment with ams ?_:cntrol measures. When Carter submitted
S2LT II to the Senate, arguments both far and against

were raised. However, the merits or demierits of SALT 11

7 USa, Department of State, Bureau of Public affairs,
*Carter's State of the Union Message",, Current

Bolicy, no. 131, (wWashington, D.c ), 1980, pp. 5-6.
8 Ibid.
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did not determine the treaty'’s fate. : Ratif‘icatim of

SALT II was halted by growing public and Congressional
disillusionment with detente, as Soviet actions in africa,
the Iranian crises, the “discovery" of a Soviet "combat
brigade® in Cuba, the continuing Soviet military buildup,
and, most Mpbﬁtant, the inyasion of Afghanistan in Decenber
1979 belittled the SALT II treaty faced serious problems

in achieving Senate ratification. Barly in 1980 Carter

withdrew the treaty from Senate consideration.

Maintaining the parity with the U.s.s.R. in
strategic weapons had surfaced well bef‘ore:{:l?‘_e' f inal
demise of SALT TII. -In 1980, ‘afber having cmducted a
. comprehe'xsive review of US. strategic policy, President
Carter issued Presidential Directive 59 which fomally
codified a “counte::vailing" stratecgy. Highliqhts of PD
59 were made public by Defense Secretary in’ an August 20,
1980 Speech at ‘the Naval War College. Brw;l called for
strengthen ing '{:he U.S. war-fighting capability in order
to provide an éadded.measure'of deterrence by'_'demonstrat‘mg
Anerica's 'ab‘ility to respond in cred'ibi‘e féshion without
having to eécalate Imnediately to an afl oﬁt nuclear war.
The goal of U.s. nuclear defense strategy, he said, was to
convince the Soviets “that no ... use of nuclear weapuls
on any scale of attack and at any stage of conflict could
lead to victory, however they may def ine victory. seeking
to incorporate flexibility and encjdnpassing many options

and target sets_, the countervailing strategy continued
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to bo basis for U.S. strategic nuclear policy in Reagan
period. Main aims as enphasised by the National Security

D irective (NSDD 13) of President Reagan remained snmilar

to cert:a:i.n strategy Both of them primarily targeted
soviet political structure and command and control networks,
as Well as military targets in order to provide the
President other options besides the. destruct:.on of SOViet
society.

Security policy and Strateqic Doctrines !

The baoic canponent of America's deterrent force
has been its strategic nuclear arsenal. Since the 196¢s,
these forces consisted of ICBMg launched froam underground
silos or surface sites, submarine - launched ballistic
missiles (SLBMg) and long-range bombero. the B.52s. The
princ:lpal puxpose of maintaining this triad of strategic
systens was to: provide a hedge against Soviet technological
breakthroughs that might nullify or limit the ef fectiveness
of any one leg of that force.

By diversifying its wegpon systemns, the Unitod
States has sought to enhance the survivability of a
sufficient por'tion of its missiles so that even if Moscow

were to destroy a substantial number of missiles, the

9 . For a detalled analysis, see Jeffrey Richelson,
*PD -~ 59, NSDD ~ 13, and the Reagan Strategic
Modem izing Programme*, Joumal of Stratecic gtudies

(Washington, D.C.}, vol. 6, no. 2, June 1983,
ppe. 125-.46. .
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United States still would retain enough weapons to
retalliate. In additim to these long-.range strateglc
nuclear forces, the United States has deployed tactlcal
nuclear weapons, desig'led for short-range support on the

battlef ield, along with tanks, guns and men.

By the early 19608, it was estixnated that the |
United states had acquired an arsenal of more than 7000
strategic warhe_ads, while the U.s .S .R. had fewer than 500.
Meanwhile, tech:holog:lcal advances continued to upgrade
the firepower and accuracy of nuclear weapons on both
sides. The Russian's success in launching the first
orbiting satellite Sputnik provided evidence that Moscow
might be drawing even or possibly pulling ahead of the
United States 1n technological know.how, thus achieving
the super power status. S

By the end.of the decade, the;Soviet Un ion had
begqun to develop long-range bombers and ICBMs. U.s.‘.'
strategic docttine had to be modified to take account
of the new nuclear equation. Wwhat emerged was the concept
of “mutual assured destruction® (MAD) , or the state of
mutual balance of terror". Aaccording to this theory,
the Soviet Union would be deterred from la'unching a
first str:lke against Anerica by the ceftain }chowledge
that the United States had sufficient capahility to

retalliate, even after absorbing a 50viethu:ic%lear attack.

f . X ’ ¢
§ R
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The MAD strategy; was advanced by Robert. S. Mdllamara,
Secretary of Deﬁmse under Presidents John F. Kennedy
and Lyndon B. Johnson. It achieved its purpose in the
Cuban missile crisis of October 1962,‘ buj: only because
the United States still retained a substantial lead in

nuclear weapéns deve\l(:pment.m

k'.l'.‘he era o}ff.-“peaceful coexistenée“;'had fsegun after
the approval of ﬁuclear Non Proliferation Treaty by the
Senate in 1969. During his tenure as Defense Secretary,
McNamara also fonni;lated the policy that came to be known
as “flexible :espohse“ That concept had already been
discussed m the 19508 by a well-known defenae expert
Paul H. Nitze. Adherence to the doctrines of flexible
respcnse and MAD continued into the late 1960s and early
1970s8. The baaic tenets of america's nuclear strategy
during Richard Nixon's Presidency were contained in
National Security decision contained in "Mahofandwn 242"
of January 1974. That report stated that U.5. forces
should have the capabil ity to inflict limited damage to
selected military or economic targets; so': that if a
President faces a §oviet provocatiop less cataclysnig -
than a _massigve'nuclear strike on U.s. cities, he coq_igi,e

threaten a less than catclysmic retalliatio:n.r If deterrence

10 For detalls on Criticism to MAD theory, see
Schuyler Foerster, “The Reagan Administration and
ams Caitrols Redef ining the agenda®, in Snyder
and Brown, n. 1, pp 12-13.
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failed, nuclear weapons would be used in a selective way,
according to the memorandum, in order to seek early war

termination ... at the lowest level of conflict feasible'.

The U.S.‘ strategy and the defense plans of the 1980s
were formed at a time when planners assuned that real
def ense spending _awould increase by 2-3 per cent a year, ut
in fact, real éefense spend ing dropped by. 1986 :and 1991 and
would certainly drop further in the future, Soon after
winning the Presidency, Carter began to stress that his
promise made during the election campaign to achieve
savings of ¢ 5 billion to @ 7 billion in defen;e spending
would be realized gradually through reduci:idzs in the rate
at which defense spending would mcreaee, rather than |
through an outright reduction in the 3’ 110. 2 ‘billion that
had been apprOpriated n Ford's last year. The image that
the soviet miijftary was gaining the upper ha;fd :c>ver U.S.
forces was re:!n'fc;roed by reports in late Augﬁst 1979
that a soviet cdﬁbat brigade was stationed in Cuba. and
in Novenber this ':vl.ssue was overshadowed bif an even more
disturbing indicaticn by shipping U.s. mfluence in' the
world. The seizure by Iranian militants of the U.s.
Bmbassy in Tehran. Carter's January 1980 budget earmarked
4 161.8 billion f,‘i_o;,the Pentagon in fiscal year l981.
This already represented an incCrease of almost g 34
billion over the amount Congress epp'ror?ied the previous

Year. During that j:eriod, Defensge Secretary Brown noted
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that it had been d;;'afted before the soviet invasion of :
Afghanistan,: and hc praniged a supplemental f:.mding
request to keep pace with events.
Readgan'g Nuclear §trateqy

The Reagan administration generally agreed with
its predecessor that maintaining essential equivalence
with the Soviet Union in nuclear weapcns wzis éssentiai for
ensuring tﬁe nation's éecurity. Both administrations
pursued a 'strétégic_ policy based on the development of the
most advanced land-based nuclear missileés. and both
placed particular importance on the theoretical ability
of Moscow's very a‘ccurated MIRVed 1ICBMs to destroy Amerlca's
lahd bascd mi’?silqs dur:lhg a period in which U.5. nuclear
weapons, according to some defense analystgll, posed no

equivalent threat to heavily protected Soviet missile

silos embedded in tons of concrete and rock.

Throughcut; his first two years in office, Reagan
emphasized thé heed to modemim and strengthen the U.S.
strategic nuclear triad. But with demands increasmg for
Presidential act:l.on to contain the arms - race, Reagan also
initiated programs to eliminate nuclear weapons in Europe

and to reduce the super powers arsen;al of intercontinental

11 Defense analysts like Donald M. Snow, and Robert
L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. posited this view. See their

articles, in New York Review, 14 March 1984,

l
'
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nuclear weagpons. The failure to evolve an effective
strategy for modern izing strategic forces throughout the
mid to late 1970s and the entire 19808 was a product of

| resource problemsg, an absence of realistic and consistent
goals f‘or programs and an ability to obtain a political

consensus for many key improvements.

‘The Reagan admin istration came t.o office, not
opposed to ams control, but nevertheless ccnvinced that
the security needs of the United stahes could not be met
by a policy in which armg control played the cmtral elegnent.
Yet it was not in a position to undercut existing ams
control agreduents. Aas the Joint Chief of the Staff
pointed out in 1981, there was nothing the Us WOuld do
dif ferently in the absence of SALT II restraints.
accordingly, the' State Department announced that "we will
take no action that would undercut exist.:ing‘ agreements
so long as the Soviet Union exercisés}the Lane x:est:.r:é:int.l2
The approach to strategic ammsg limitations chosen by the
Reagan adminiatration wag set forth in the agronym START,
in which the princ:lpal cr.ﬂ:er:lon for evaluating the
effectiveness of amms limitations proposals and agrednents
was their contribution to strategic ability. It further
envisaged the possibility of subs‘tantial reductions -
approximately one third reduction’ in U.s. and soviet

12 . Strcbe Talbott, Deadly Gambits (New York, 1984),
pp. 224-26. .



strategic arsaidals; The overall strategic fgpj:ective' of
[ R .
U.S. nuclear strategy was to avoid nuclear attack, while

preserving the other national interests.

First, to deter the sovietg from nuclear attack
the United Sstates by convincing them that the outcame would
be unacceptable to them. Second, to convince the Soviets
that V.. Qill attempt to preserve its natimal interests
by means short of nuclear war; and th:.rd to texmmate
nuclear war, if it cannot be avoided, at the lowest

possible level of violence and on terms most favourable

to U.s.13

Reagan 8 nuclear strategy, thus, placed high
priority on strategic stability. T_ﬁ—e_—tenn stability
stood for crisi,s stability, which described a situation
in which, in tixpss of crisis or high tension, no country
would see the advantages of attacking" first with nuclear
weapons as outweighing the disadvantages. Crisis stability
depended on the force structures and doctrines of both
sides and on ‘each sides perception of the otﬁér. The
1ower the deérée of crisis stability, tiae Egré’ater the
risk that a power would pregupt if it psmeived that it
were likely to be attacked. T

13 Us, Office of Technology Assessment, “U.S.
Nucledr Strategy", in Charles W. Kegley Jr., and

Eugene R. Wittkopf, The Nuclear Reader, JStratedyv,
)Lanma.._ﬂar (New York, 1989), p. 102.
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The Reagan administration's original contr ibut ion
to strategic nuciear strategy }ivas the President's strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI) « This was also Reagan's primary
contribution to the U.S. strategy and defense programs.
The 8D1 or Star Wars progran throughv a vastly expanded
research effort, ‘sough_t to_ increasel the kill. cvia‘pabil ity
of an anti-ballistic migsile system as'tol just‘é:iﬁfy its
deployment.  The SDI was mainly proj ected tWai:‘ds threo
goalss: defence of the entire populattat;"md the “immoral
balance of terror" system, and, restore the Us strategic
superiority over the Soviet Union while enhancing the

credibility of ' Us nuclear conmitment to Europe. 14 ‘The

SDI envisioned an antimissile system composed of four to seven
layers. There aze?‘ four flight stages. In the boost phase

the missile is launched and its booster rocket bums. The
boost phase for ;existing balliatic miéSiies_j:anges from
three to five minutes. In the post boost phase, which
lasts fran two to ten minutes, a post boost vehicle
separates from t‘he burned out booster rocket and proceeds
to release warheads - more than one for MIRVed missiles -
and various “penetraticn ailds*® designed to fool the sDI
system. In the mid-.course phase, the' warheads and
penetfatim aids travel on é baliistid f£light trajeci:ory

14 This view was shared by the President, Secretary of
Defense and other defense analysts close to the
administration. See Weinberger's remark that with
the success of SDI, “we could be back in a situation
we were .in ... when we were the only nation with a
nuclear Weapon®, quoted by George Ball, “The War
for Star Wars", New York Review, 11 april, 1985.
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through space. Land-based intercontinental ballistic
miss iles require fifteen to twenty-five mmutes to camplete
this phase of f£light while suhnarmg launched missiles need
£ram £ive to twenty minutes. Finalglyz, missiles enter the
terminal stAga of f£licht, :l.n'which they reenter the ;atrrios-
phere and, in about one minute, descend upon Cities and
military targets.15

On the one hand Reagan enhanced its defense buildups
and on the other the Reagan administration sought a START
policy providing for a substantial reduction in the numbers
of warheads and launchers, as well as in the size of missiles,
although the principal reductions were sought “in numbers of
warheéds. Conceptually, the greater reductlon in warheads,
cmtfasted with launchers, would represent an increase in
survivability. The administration ;soixght éminetrical'
reductions in warﬁeads, missiles, and throw weight based

on an agreanent that is verifiable.

The poinét of this overview of developments in U.S.
nuclear prograuvlj‘s is not to gsuggest that the United States
failed to de’cer' the soviet Union, became vulnerable, or
failed to pursue valid amms control initiatives. It is

rathe:_: to suggest that the U.S. nuclear efforts succeeded

15 ~ Robert S. 'Mdlaxnara, "The Star Wars Defense System",
in Charles W. Kegley Jr., and Bugene E. Wittkoff, ed.,
stratedy Weapong, War (New York, 1989), p. 213.
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largely because of the internal strains in the soviet
Union and Warsaw Pact and not because the United States
is able to translate coherent changes in its strategy

into force plans and thus fund and implement thenm.

Given the current strains on the erstwhile U.5.S.R.,
the United Stateé segns equally likely to be successful
in deterrence and amms control in the future. Given the
strains of the budget and lack of any political consensus
for any key aspect of strategic modemization, it also
seems equally likely to portend a lack of cohgre‘nt strategy
and coherent programs; Nuclear policy and forces will
be the product of a camplex dialectic shaped by U.S .-

soviet relations, budget problems, and part:isan daomestic
politics. |

Af ter reviewing both Reagan and Carter, and their
defense pmgrétﬁne. especially military strategy, it is
quite clear téhaztheagan‘s nuclear program differed with
the Carter appr:oach in two"important respects. First,
Reagan's cmcq;t of deterrent credibility - being able
to survive aisaviet attack with enough remaining nuclear
warheads to inflict heavy damage on the Soviet Union -
placed more ernphasis than Carter'é- —;n—téhe need to
build up defens_ive systems to wipe out inconing soviet
missiles and tc; minimize the civilian damage that would
be incurred by a Soviet strike. wo



Chapter III

DOMES TIC_FACTOR; CONGREGSIONAL ROLE IN
RBAGAN'S DEFENSE POLICY



The defaxse policy of U.S. has been a recurrent ‘
source of ccnflict between the Congress and the executive
branch throughout UsS. history. Application of the
canstitutional system of checks and balances to the conduct
of the nation's military affairs has never been easy or
straightfomamf. Despite the clarity of words in the
Canstitution, the interpretation of the;e words has always
been controversial. In considering the practicalities
of decisions on various aspects of d:%ense poiicy, the
Constitutio's éliocation of powers is inherently contra-
dictory, setting up conflicts betweer_;_ the legislative
and executive branches in which the judicial branch%is

reluctant tb intervene.

Accoi’cihglf, the relative power of the two
branches of gcvemment in .seﬁting U.5. defence policy
attained far g;:eater sigaif icance. The march of military
technology not only created weagpons of mass destruction
but also gave conventional military £ orces the mobility,
flexibility, and f irepower to be used anywhere in the
world. ‘l‘his has raised the stakes of the conflict over

.,1

the cmtrol of defense policy.

The Congress was slow to recognize the transformation
of U.S. defense policy after the Secand World War.
'I‘hroughout'the 1950s and early 1960s the 1egislatu:_;'e
was cmtent to go along with Presidential initiat ivc-s;

ceding authofity" and postdating its ‘appro_izél' of military



actions from Korea through the Middle East to the Gulf

of Tonkin. 1

It was the prolonged Us involvement J.n ‘the Vietnam
war, that wrenched thé Congress into reality. In the
late 1960s .and early 1970s the intensifying economic and
social consequences of Vietnam, and eventually its impact
on the basic fabric of american life, f:lnally led the
Congress to act. It began to lose patience with successive
administratioms! unwill.ingness, or inability, to stop the
nation's losses. |

Other events too, added momentﬁm to the Concressional
drive - the Watergate scandal, most ﬁnp(;rtantly, but also
the revelations of intelligence agencies' illegal
intrusions into U.S. damestic affairs. Actlons to
cut off funding for the Vietnam war and to curtail U.5.
mil itary forces in Southeast Asia. wem éloori followed
by Concressional rev:iews of UsSe. milltary cammitments
and deployments in other parts of the world. A sudc;en :
concern about the defense budget was Symptomatlc of the
Congress's percqation of its new authorlty in defense
matters. Defense spending was scaled back substantially

in the early 1§705, going beyond the so-called Vietnan

1 Marc Smyrl, conflict or Codete ;I_r_xgtlon; Condress,

the President, and the Power to Makg war (Cambridce,
Mass., 1988), p. 9.
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Peace Dividend to cut deeply into tljne!bentagon's plans to
modemize and expand other types of:forces. It began to
play an active rolé in shaping the structure of U.s.

mil itary fbrdés. | It was perhaps unfortunate that the
Congress's asceridancy in defense policy coincided with
an extremely difficult period in the United states’
foreign relatirx;s. The fall of U.S. a'll'ies} in Phnom Penh
and Saigmm in 1975 had far greateru_;:tlf?ect on the Amerlcan
voters. Despite the natim's overwhelming relief with
the renoval of U.s. troops, daily televised images of

' south v ietnamese scrambling frantically ;to escape the
victorious amies of the North, climaxed by the frenzied
evacuation of the U.s mission and its dependents from
the roof of the embassy in saigon, went hane to the : |

2
Anerican cmsc iousness .

In 1978 !th'e picture was repeai:ed in Iran. A&s
Anericans Watched the mobs overthrow the Shah then viewed
the rapid ant:i.-americanisn of the Ayatollah Khdﬂe:\nl s
supporters during the humiliation of the U.S. embassy
staff in Tehran, and finally saw the miserable failure
of the hostage rescue mission in 1980, it was': wondered
as to what was happening to the power and prestlge of
the United Stabes. Although the Congress had done

2 ’I'homas M. Franck, and Edward Weisband, Foreian
Policy by congregs (New York, 1979), pp. 155-56.
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nothing overtly that could be said to have hastened the
fall of the shah, there was again the coincidence of
U.S. "defeat" abroad and the Congress's ascendance at

hc:me.;3

A new Soviet assertiveness in the Third World
contributed further} to these percegtions. Only one specific
incident was blamédv directly on Corigfessiopal inter\}f@tion
in defense policy - the victory of the soviet_backed
popular Movenent for the Liberation of Angoia (MPLA)
faction in 1976. But other visible Soviet :’mfzolvements
and alleged “gains" in Third World nations - Ethiopia in
1977-78, Yemen in 1978, Nicaragua beginning in 1979 -
again coiné:ided with Cmgr‘ess"s more visib]..e' role in the

formulation of U.s. defense policy.

Thrbughout his campaign Reagan stress;d the thene
that the Congress had crippled the United stétes' ability
to defend its foreign interests. The defmse budget was
increased shazply with the full partlc:lpatlon of the
cnservative Cmgress elecbed in 1980.4 However, :
throughout the 1980s, Congress continued tS becane

! : ’

increasingiy more assertive in detennining 'the characterist ics

of U.S. militai:‘y forces and weagpons. Moreover, beginning

-4

3 John Tower, “Congress Versus the President; The
Formulation and Implementation of american Foreign
Policy“, Foreign Affairs (New York, N.Y.), vol. 68,
no. 3 (Winter 1981/82), p. 234.

4 Ibid., po 2380
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in 1985, the Congress first levelled off and then reversed
the continuing defense buildup requested by the adminis-
tration. and in 1986, against the a&nin_istraiion's
fervent opposition, Congress passed a sweeping reorgani-
zation of the U.S. m‘ilitary establishment that reduc‘ed
the power of the individual ammed services in favour of
joint military institutions. T

The Conéress's role Ain ams control was similarly
expanded in the 1980s. Building on the Senate's treaty v
power, ar_xd the legislature's power of the purse, Congress
at times coumpelled the administration to ehter into certain
negotiations or to modify its bargaininxg position. It
is sn.gniflcant that the Congress was able to mamta:in
even expand, :l.ts role in defense pollcy aga.mst the
wishes of a popular President and as a soc:Lety that
had becone strongly corxsexvat::we.6 1t denonstra'ted that
the institutions and procedures legislated in the after-
math of VJetnam were not deviations from the{mainséreém
of histotié"iimnds in the U.S. gsystem of go\;émnaut.
On the contrary, the new balance between the branches
of government.clealy reflected fundamental alterations
in the nation's perceptions of .the international system

and the U.S. role in that system. The american people

5 Thanas M. Pranck and Edward Weisband, Foreicn
Policy by Condgress (New York, 1981),.edn. 2,
pp. 155.56. o

© Ibido‘v. 'pvo 158.
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extended' the sygberﬁ of checks and bélénces, always ‘
prevalent in domestic policy, to the realm of ;foreigri

and defense ;p_élicy'.
.

The ,COngréss cé!ne under heavy criticism for its
new role in defense management. Officials of the executive
branch, retired military off icers, and executives of
def ense indus;tries attacked it for alleg’;led' “capricious
interference" in the defense budget, for permitting paro-
chial intei:ests to sidetrack national objectives, for
being too shérﬁisighted, and for i:npgs—:{ng restfiét—ims
that make it virtually impossible to protect the nation's
security efficiently.7 The change:aéfgin Congress icnal
institutions and ;rocedures that toock place since the
1960s enabled the !Congress to play an infqi:x:ned and inde-
pendent rol"é in the design e;nd managenent of defense
resources. Just as Congressional pr.essures forced the
Carter administration to spend more for defense in the
19703, they £orced the Reagan administration to reverse

its defense buildup in the 1980s.°

_ Congressional initiatives helped to shape the
size and structure of the nation's ammed forces, alter

the adninistraﬁion's spending prioriti:\'es,v:vaﬁéi reordanize

7 Wwemer J. Feld, Congress and National Defense:
The politics of the Unthinkgble (New York, 1985),
p. 38. '

8 Ibido, pe 46.
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the Defense.Depal:'tn'lent.9 For the most part, these initia-
tives resulted in a more effective and prudent defense
program, and a military force posture that reflected both

the nation's objective interests and the public's subjective

coancerns. 10

S ince the mid-1970s, the Congr‘ess;'sirolve in vdef'ense
oversight has continued to became mofe canprehensive, and
there has been a continuing tendency for an ever larger
number of members to take active stances on defense
questions.u .Jinmy Carter ran for Presideiﬁ:'cf:n the wave
of anti..defense sentiment that followed Vietnam. He
attempted to iﬁ;plement the defense cutbacks promised in
the campaign, even though popular support for these
j.nitiatives was rapidly diminishing. By 1978, when the
Carter administration had completed a major review of
naval missions and force structure, the Congress was
ready to assert its more accufate understand:ing of the
nation's growing uneasiness about the liinif:ed .States‘,

diminishing military cepabilities.

9 Ibid., p. 54.

10 Ibido, Dbe 550 )
11 James M. Lindsay, “Congress and Defense Policys

1961-86", Armed Forceg and Society (Chicago) .,
vol. 13 (1978), p. 378. B - |

12 Ibid., pe. 380.
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The election of a Republican Senate coinciding
with prodefense:"' sentiment advanced this need. For three
vyears, the Congress endorsed sharp mcreases in defense
spending requested by the administration.l® The defense
budget grew sixty-eight per cent between fiscal 1980, °
the last Catﬁ‘ter budget, and fiscal 1983. B"y ;',i984, however,
public opinion had swung against further increases, and
the Congress reected accofd:lngly. Gallup p'ol_ls showed
that advocacy of increased defense spending dropped to
forty-nine and f£ifty-eight per cent in two 1980 polls,

14

to about twenty per cent in 1982. In 1984, pollsters

reported that fewer than e in five American_g wished to

spend more for ‘ci.efensse.l5

The Congfees generally acted céonetructjiVely in
the 1980s in asserting its will on th'e defense budge t.
it ccnstrained total spaid:lng to a level that was suyportabl\,
' politically and ecananically. It helped redirect prloritlns
from nuclear to conventn.mal programs, frcm the navy to
the amy.' The _Congress Was, in fact, a better budgeteer
than the Defense Department during the mid - and late 1980s.

sSome have argued; however, that this was due to the fact

13 “opinion Roundup“, Public Opinion (June/July
© 1985), pp. 34-35. o
14 wopinion Roundup®, Public Opinion (June 1985),
po 32. B

15 Ibi-d.' p. 34.
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that, Secretary Weinberger did not impose priorities

and realistic limitations on the military s.er\;ices' and
individual budget requests. according to them, Weinberger
replicated in the Defense Deparﬂnent,:“th:e organizational

flaws nomally associated with the Congress..®

As Vietnam stimulated greater Congrel_s:sAi‘.onal éctivism
in defense policy in the 1970s, the stalemate in nuclear
negotiations at the start of the 1980s led to renewed
Congressional initiatives. 1In both cases, growing popular
concerns about international events catalyzed grassroots
political movements that, in turn, induced the Congress
to change executive branch policies. In both cases,
the pOpular political pressures overwhelmed the bureau-~

A

cracy s resistance.

Many obse_rvers have stated that in the 1970s, the
U.S. mvélvanent in Vietnam induced radical changes in
the Congress's view of its proper role with respect to
U.s. miliz‘taryf ‘mtérVentions abroad. New p,r‘ocfedures'and
new institulfims were established to e'xsuret that Congress
was aware of , and would thus jnfluencé, all forms of
involvement of“U.s. military power abroad - from “covert®

paramil itary operations to full-scale military engagenents.17

16 Barry M Blechman, The Politics Qf \Iatlong;g
gecurity (oxford, 1990), p. 55.

17  1bid., . p. 63.
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Similarly, in the 19805 the seeming failure of adminis-
tration efforts to control nuclear weapons induced the
Congress to take a much more active role in the formulztion
of U.S. amns control i)olicy. To achieve this_, the
Congress tumed to its most powerful weapon - the power
of the purse.’” In effect, it began “to.appropriate ams
control®, which was a move that meant some iéLorder:ing

of its internal distribution of power.  Within each
chamber, real authority on apus control‘ matte}:s shifted

- from the Foreign Affairs to the amed Services Cammittees.
By linking denands for specific armg control initia'tiv‘es
to military e;pproﬁriatipns, the Cogress fo’rqed the "
Reagan adxnihistration. against its own pref"’effences to
cantinue to abide. more or less, by the tems of the
much-scomedsiu..'r II Treaty limiting offensive stratecic
arms, to continue to restrict testing of new technologies
potentially useful for strategic def ense systems wn.thin

a traditional, narrow interpretation of the 1972 treaty
limiting antiballistic missile defenses, and to maintain
a moratorium on tests of antisatellite weapons.

In March 1981 the Reagan admihistration announced
that it was reviewmg arms control pollcy but that in

the meantime it would not *“undercut® existing agreements.18

18 Heritage Foundation, News Release, 5 March,
1981.
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The existing agreements denotes here i:hat the two cofm-
tries i.e., U.S.A. and Soviet Union will maintain their
agreed arms control measures. Given the Réabén adninis-
trationts repéafed denunciations of SaLT II as‘ fatally
flawed, there was congiderable concern in the Congress

in the early 1980s over the durability and rigor of these
canmitments. ! Given the growing strength of the antinuclear
movement, there was also Congressioal interest in
promoting SALT II as means of playing to th13,;newly

vocal constituency,- parf.‘icularly by members who were'

reluctant to support the Nuclear Freeze Resolution.

Congress:l.onal concern about sharp increases in
U.S. wegpon sales abraod heightened perceptibly in the
summer of11973 when rumors circulated thatlthe Nixen
administrétio;i was planning to sell F;-4 Plar;ﬁéxn Jets to
Saudi arabia. hthough this transaction was never
consumnated - the 1973 war 'in the Middle Bast intervened -
the Nelson amen:dmmt,‘ giving the Congress its first role
in amsg sale:décisims, was passed the follow:lng year.
The leg:lslation which was modified as the arms Export
Control act in 1976, anpowered the President to notify
Congress thi.rty days prior to completing all sales valued
at g 14 million or more for single weapcns, and g 50
million or more fo# sales of .“daﬁenag articles and ]
services". During the thirty-day ioeriod E_he Congress

was authorised to veto the sale by passing fa;;;cmcur'rent
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resolution of "dlisa‘p'proval in both Houses .’

Following the Supreue Court's landmark Chadha
decision (in Intnigration and Naturalization Service V.
.Chadha, 1983) disallowing these so-called legislative
vetoes, the act was amended in 1985 to require a Jjoint
resolution: of both Houses to turn down a Weapons sale.
A joint resolution is subject to PresidentlaL veto, wh.u:h
can be overruled ouly by two-thirds ma_]orltleS in both
Houses; the executive branch, therefore, only has to
persuade one-third plus me of the ménbers of either
House to pemmit a sale to go forward. Nonetheless,‘; the
Congress has intervened more frequently in ams sales
decigions since 1985 and has made a greater impact than

ever before.

The onIzy case dealt with under t[:he‘Original
Nelson amendmmt took place in 1974. The prospective
sale of mpbiie Hawk missiles to Jcrdan'ger.‘lerated oppOsition
framn members doncemed about their potential: use against
Israél.zo' One of the controversial arms transactlon in
the 1970s - the proposed sale of airborne warning and

control system (ABACS) aircraft to Ira.n - illustrated

19 Barry M. Blechman, The politics of National
sﬁurigz (Oxford, 1990), p. 121.

20 Thomas M. Franck, and Edward We isbank Foreian
Bolicy bv _cCondress (New York, 1979), p. 101.
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some of the ’in_stvitutional aspects of the co’hf'lict between
Congress and the President. Ford administration had
initiated the sale of the AWACS to Iran and was left

for Cartei' to cbﬁclude. Carther than began negotiations

to sell AWACS to Saudi Arabia, but it was left for President
Reagan to camplete the process. The issue was joined

in 1981 when thé Reagan adninistration ri‘ot:if ied the
Ccongress of an 3 8.5.billion sale to Saudi Arabia,

adding aerial tarikers, alr-to-air misgsiles, arid.i;nprovanents
to the F-15 fighters aéquired by the Saudis in 1978 to |

the prospective AWACS deal. '

There are 's;cme othef instanées of COngress 1a';al
interventims. One of these episodes stands as the
sole explicit rejection of a complete anmus package by
the Congress. In September 1985, the adninistration made
another attemptf to sell préviously denied wegpons,
including Stingie:;s, mobile Hawks, and aéi\}anced aircraft,
to Jordan. éongressional oppos it ion ceﬁtered this time
on Jordan'; refusal to reach a peace sef.tlément with |
Israel. Déspvite a personal visit to Washington by King
Hussein to pe:rs;itiade Congress icnal leaders that the
new wegpons wcuid not be used against Iérael,Athe Congress
remained unconviﬁqed. Three days éfter fomal notification
of thle intended s;le, the Senate pésséd (97 to 1) af i
joint resolution to delay the sale until at least March

1986. The nesolution was passed subsequently by the
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‘House, and was signed reluctantly by the ;‘President.m

The second episode was in 1987 when the adminis .
tration made it known infemally, that it intended to sell
another large amms packag'e to Saudi Arabia, '_iricluding a
small number of F-15s to replace aircraft, some army
equipment, and several sophisticated Maverick air-to-
surface missﬂ.ee. Despite the deepening military alliance
between the United States and Saudi“Arabia at the time,
overwhehning majorities in both Houses u;:ged the President
not to go ahead. Aafter protraeted negot iations, a
conpronise was strucks the most objectionable ‘::portion
of the package, the Mavericks, was removed, and the

sale went forward.

Critics of the Congressional role in amms salée _
maintain that the potential threat of interventlm also‘
prevents sane anns transactions from ever be:lng cansidered
seriously by th; recipient comtries. The most prominent
example of this is the Saudi.decision in 1985 to acquire
seventy-two Brit ish Tornado aircraft, instead of U.S. |
f ighters, a deal valued at & 6 - 8 billion plus another
¥ 20 billion in support contracts. Accerdinlg to a study
by the Conéressional Research Service, the saudis returned

to British suppl iers only after concludmg that the

Congress would not pennit the sale of an additlonal

21 “Senate Deals Blow to Reagan, Hussein on Arms"

ngxégwm (Washingtaon, D.c., 1985),
po . >
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large fumber of F-15s. In addition, the Saudis believed
the British wculd not place rectrictions on the am@mts
and basing of thesge ailrcraft, as the United -states had |
done in re'splbr’.lse to COngressimal"'ﬁ'ié—s'sures‘ 'a't the time

of the initial F-15 sale in 1978.22

Since the passage of the Origi_nal Nelson amendment
in 1974, the Congress has voted to deny or has forced the
withdrawal of two announced arms deals - tﬁe 1984 stinger
sale to do;dan and saudi Arabia, and the 1985 sale of
advanced airc;'aft to Jordan. It has caused tﬁe ranoval
of specific types of weapons from four additional trans-
actions of which it was notified fon:faliy -~ mobile Hawks
to Jordan in 1974, Stingers to Saudi Arabia in 1984, and
Mavericks to Saudi arabia in 1987 and Kuwait in 1988. .
it persuaded the admin istration to place restrlctlons
on the speclfic equipment in at least four addltlonal
cases - Iranlan AWACS in 1977, Saudi Arabian F-15s in
1978, sauddi AWACS in 1981, and replacement of F-15s for
Saudi Arasbia:in 1987.

The with'drawal of Soviet troops fram Afghanistan
in 1989 concluded one of the largest and most successful
covert operaticns ever mounted by the Unlted states.

Costing more than g 2 billion over eight years, the

b

22 - congxessional Record, gale of advanced Fichter
Aircraft to gaudi Argbig, vol. 28, no. 5, 25 august
1987, pp. 513868-69. '
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program t'o arm and train afghani Mujaheddin. aqhieved an
objective that Congressman Charles Wi],soh (L - Tex.)
characterised as being “completely beyond the realm of
anyone's imagination® at its outset.23 The successful
Afghan operation is a demonstration of c00p¢r§f<:ion between
the executive and the legislature at their best. WNot only
was the Congress able to review and d':f'.sc;uss the operation
over a protracted period of time without any breach of
security, buti it wés the Congress that took the init"iative

to expand the program's ambition and scope.

Thé 1980s also witnessed one of the least successful
covert para mil;i.i:ary operations the United States has ever
mounted - support of 'the contra insurgents m Nicaragua.
The operation was notably unsuccessfui in the f ield.
Moreover, it was extremely divisive for'thé Unite_d States,
repeatedly the subject of recorded votes in the Congress
and the source of heated disputes between the Reagan
administration ‘and the Democratic - COntroiléé House of
Representatives. The Congxeés :invol\'iemfe_‘;ant in covert
operations was probably more tramnétgiic than in any other
aspect of US. deéense policy, conéidering that for:iﬁhé
first twenty-five | post war years, the U.s. intell igénce
canmunity héé not notif ied the Congress about what it

was doing, and;the Congress had seldom asked. Aaccording

23 New York Timeg, 18 April 1988.
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to some observers, the virtual _absehcé. o:f ‘Congressional
oversight served the Congress's intérests as much as_ﬂ‘- it
did the executive's. The first successful effort to ga"in
greater cmgréssiohal ‘oversight of covert op‘efations was
the Hughes - F‘{yan amendment to the 1974 Foreign Assistance
bill. The bill is named after Senator Harold Hughes (D. -
Iowa) and Congressman Leo Ryan (D. - Calif.); the bill
stated that the CIla could not conduct covert operations
abroad in peac<zt:ilne unless and until the President finds
that each such operation is important to the national
security of the;United States and reports, 'inf::a timely
fashion, a description and scope of such Operétion to the
appropriate cammittees of the Congress, vincluding the.
committee on,Forei:‘gn Relatibns of the United States Senate
and the Camﬁittee on Foreign aAffairs of the United states -

House of Representatives.

The Iran? - Contra affair raised anev} the basic
issues of Congfessional oversight. TheCorigness was Kept
unaware of the Sale of amms to Iran. 'Tl;ne Justice Depart-
ment's ensuing investigation of the amé sales revealed a
second concer 3 that prof its £rom the sales had been
directed to assist the N:Lcaraguan Contras when the
COngress explicitly had denied such feuds, a lmOVe that
segned to challenge the Congress's power over executive
branch expaxditureé. However, pOlitlcal analysts argued |

that the requlrement for Congress ional notlf 1cat ion mlght

i.
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have a useful deterrent effect. Executive branch off icials
might think of the need to notify the Congress as a sort
of “red-face" test 3 if they cannot describe a covert
operation to a group of Congressmen w:.'chout becoming |

- embarrassed, it probably should not be attempted.

It can be sajd that in each of the four dimensions
of defense policy exanined so far - defense budget making,
~ams control, armg sales, and covert operations - the balance
between the branches has shifted toward the Congress. The
Reagan revolution failed; the procedures and institutions
created by the Congress in the 1970s not only held but were
reinforced. 1In the 19808 the Congress has been a primary
participant in the defense policymaking process, act.mg
to curb and sametimes to reverse adminis;tration initiatives,
and, on occasion, to initiate the genéral direct ion &s well

as the specific detail of U.s. policy.

The Congress's reluctance to enforce". its legislated
war powers is'a;very important exception to its general
pattern of asse:f:iVeness, concerning the very heart of
defense po].:icy.i In 3 sense, the vital céenter of defense
policy lies neither in budgets nor in negotiations, but
in the power to declare war. The pol iticai pressures that
caused thevCongress to becane centrally involved in
defen;e policy 1n the 1970s had little 1}0 do w:.th defense
budgets, and evén less to do with anné %ale's.': They steaansd

from one fact: that the United States had fought an

§
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undeclared war in Vietnam for more than seven years.
without direct authorization by the peoplets elected
representatives; millions of U.S. troops had been sent to
fight, more thar; 50,000 had been killed, and hundreds of
thousands wounded, in a country halfway around the world
that few americans: had ever heard of prior to 1964. ' The
U.S . econany was wrecked by it, it "€ooK a decade to ;

recover.

The War Powers Resdiution requires the President
to report to the Congress in three types of contingencies:
(1) when the armed forces are introduced into situations
of actual or. imininent hosi:ilities; ( 2) whenever canbat-
equipped forceé are sent to foreign nations, except for
certain Specifled routine purposes; and (3) when combat-
equlpped U.g. forces already in a forelgn natlon are
“substantially enlarged®. The f.'u:'st cmtingency is by
far the most important; it sets the sixty..day limit to
commitment of troops. Unless the Congress acts within
that period to authorize continuation of the_,operat’ibri’,
it must be ‘términ‘ated within‘sixty days, or ninety days
if the President requests an extension. Presidents Ford,
Carter, and Reagan generally complied with the requiranent

to report to the Congress in a timely fashion.24

24 Barry M. Blechman, Ihe Politics of National
&ecurlﬂ (Oxford, 1990), p. 177. =
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Scholars have pointed out that intra and inter-
departmental constraints have also operated on the making
of defense polic_y. For instance, although the Reagan
administration succeeded in obtaining'lafge budgets framn
Congress, the!character of its pol icymaking' mach inery was
influenced by key administration officials. The division
of authority within the Office of the Secretafy of Defense,
as well asamong;‘Office of the Secretary offst‘ate and
other ixnportant ::'I.nstitutional players in U.s. defense policy,
limited the coherence of policy outputs. For instance,
it was contended that the Secretary of Defense playea the
role of external fixnd_raiser and promoter rather than |
internal manager, with regard to the Pentagoni Further,
frequency of ch:ange of the principal actors fran key
positions led to ill.suited policy judgements and unintended
confusion.- Howefrer, the Reagan defense program, according
to e writer, probably fared neither better nor worse
than its predecessors in its ability to impose coherent
policy on a disjoined incremental process.zs,-;

The canpetition between State 'Depa:tmeiut and
Department of befense has a long history. Right fram the
- start it was exacef'bated by a numb?er.' of cons iderations
over the years following 1947 When the National Securlty

Act created the posit:.on of Secretary of Defense. Although

[

25 Vincent Davis, “The Reagan Defense Program; Decision
Making®, in stephen J. Cimbala, ed., The Reagan
llei_?e_a.e_mgm (Wilmington, Del, 1986) , p. 25
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the cénst':itutioﬁ neither‘h'intedl at the concept of a cabinet
nor mentioned any officeholders later“re‘garded as cabinet
menbers,'t.he position of Secretary of State was oriq_ihated
in the earliest years of the Republic. It was thus iftfxe':
first such cabinet position and has accordiﬁdiy ccntiihxied
to be regarded as the senior cabinet post :in terms of

protocol and prestige.

1

It cénnot be denied that the budget is the most
accurately :evealing indicator of govermment policy and
on this d:imension the authority of the Secretary of Defense
 steadily has eclipsed that of the secretary of State, as
mil itary force was increasingly viewed as the foremost
ingtrument of statecraft following wOrld War II. The
DOD*'s budget rapidly approached @ 100 billion in the 1970s,
while the Department of state's budget for the first t ime
inched across the g 1 billion threshold. The Secretary
of Defense also came to enjoy other circumstainces potentially
convertible into political “clout" :Ln making overa.ll
American foreign/defensa policy. When contrasted to the
vast size and scope of DOD, the Department of state and
the CIA were quite small. Further, DOD possessed a grass-
reOts cangtituency that it coula'attempt to mobilise for
political: support in every state in the union: workers
at all military installations and defensevplj.sants, plus
leaders in thé local camunities where the installations

and plants were located, and the veterans organizations.



66

| In the rivalry between the State and Defense S ecre-
taries, thé former's stature has tended to rest on
traditional intangibles, while the latter's assets have
been the more pz_'ao_tical tangibles. The: factors usually
tipping the sca_,leo were the President's predileotioos,
his separate xﬂélaéionohips ﬁith each of théoe_ two Sééro_
taries, the m’ood’ of _COngress, and the mte%r_haftional si{:uation.
as a broad é'gevne_'.tf.'al.’Lzat;:i.on, the scales tip i:oﬁard the
Secretary of Defense and support for DOD, to the same
extent that public and political opinion has perceived

a serious mivlit'ar:y crisis.

President Reagan and secretary of Defense during
his t:ime Weinberger preferred to operate at ‘the level
of broadly general themes, part mularly in géaneratmg
Congressional and public support for a military buildup.
However, We:l.nberger's Pentagon never understood the
differences among thxee key concepts - leadershlp,.; »
management and administratlon and therefore never prov ided
adequate pexfogganoe in any of these contexts. The
appointment ofanny General as key advisor to National
Security Agen&"'_éointed to the fact that the position

of Secretary of Defense was somewhat subdued.

The seoond :@;uplication of Weinberger's probable
reduct ion in st‘a"t\ire- was a gradual continuing increase
in the stature of senior uniformed officers. Congress

had exhibi‘tedf a long-standing tendency to poy more
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'attentioh to (fficers thah to qffice of Secretary of Defense
Civileins, but the same ‘inclination was also increasingly
evident in the White House during the final two years of
the first Reagan Temm. In terms of weapons it was likely
that during Reagan's Second tem, several major weapons
systems, which had caused much controversy in his first
four years, would be severely cut, if not totally elimi-
nated, and theﬁ replaced_onlyv by a gradual increase in
research and development {R and D) spending for future

ideas.

However, the uncompromising anti-detente group
in the Pentagon was able to dominate the U.s. decision-
makjhg processiduring Reagan's first tevrm. It blocked
various attémpts by State Department off icial?s and parti-
cularly by U.S. chief negotiator, Péﬁl Nitze, to move the
U.Se. négot iating iaosition toward concessions in order to
reassure the'allt;i:xes.v Soviet intransigence ".d‘ur ing the :
first pha'seS' éf the INF negotiations also pia?ed right
in the hands of Defense Secretary Caspar Piieinbergér and
Richard Perle.2® |

As the branch of government most directly attuned
and necessarily most responsive to currents in public
opinion, the Congress as well as the Departm‘ent of Defense

has a very special role to play in all aspects of defense

26 Thomas Risse-Kappen,

. ! Th t
temgational security (Cambridge,
Sumer 1991), vol. 16, no. 1, p. 182. '
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policy. 1t iﬁs' in the best position to ensure that there

is same cmfomi@y between the public's expectations and
the. govemnent's‘,j aétions; It is clear that the government
most often errs when fhe executive exceeds thé boundaries
of public tolerahce.- J immy Carter's'miéjudgeinmt about
the public's acceptance of Soviet inroads in the Third
World, and Ronald Reagan's misundé"fé_ggﬁding of the publicts
concern about nuclear war, are two recent examples. In
cases like thes_e', execqtive pblicies have 1ar§e].y een
based on ideological viewpoints, or an abstract conceptions
of international politics, raf:her than on the realities

of contemporary circumstances. 1In such cases, the
Congress has an absolutely crucial role to play in

art iculating thé public's concerns and if necessary, in

compelling the executive to modify its course.



Chapter v

IMPACT AND IMPLICATIOND



After the World War 11, ‘United States pursued a
global foreign policy due to the fact that the Presidents
recognised that america's interests are global. The two
world wars made clear its stake in Western EBurope and the
North Atlantic area. U.S. was also .inext;.ricably linked
with the Far East - politically, economically, and ‘k
militarily. IP all of these, the United Stetes has a
permanent presence end security commitments.: To assess
the :lmpaot of Reagan's policy on U.s.-soviet relations
and the implicat,ione of the Reagan's security assistance
in general and the implications of changing force structure
in particular, it is important to analyze as to how the
Reagan's first term adopted the policy, the circumstances
in which these policies were made and hence, an analysis

on U.S.-Soviet relations is made.

The United States passed through two security eras.
The f irst was the geopolitical era, which lasted from
1789 to 1945; the second the Cold War era, lasted fram
1945 to 1990. 'During the Cold War era, the United States
mainta:ined' a huge military establ islment with;:; a large
mtercont:inentai strategic nuclear force hairing significant
counterforce capabilities; thousands of tactical nuclear

weapons deplcyed in Burasia; a huge nevy that dominated

1 Robert J. Art, “A Defensible Defense", JInternational
s_gs_\_l_;_i_t_:x (Cambridge, Mass.), vol. 15, no. 4, Spring
- 1991, 17.
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the world's seas; a standing amy of over 750,000 tfdoés,
a fo:midablé and veréatile air force, much of it overseas,
capable of m‘témontmenta‘l bombing and deep interdiction,
and a sea and air power projection capability that
enabled the United States to move its conventimal forces

with relative ease around the globe.2

Th'g strategic nuclear forces provided: signif icant
counterf orce capabilities to bolster the credibility of
extended deterrence of soviet conva‘xtic?nal attacks on U.s.
allies. The tactical nuclear forces were intended to
counter the 80vie;t Union's perceived huge advantage An
convent ional forces. The large navy, air force, and apny
were deployed to fight a long cmventionalf‘war in Central
Burope to is'tlalem‘ate and thereby dissuade a Soviet conventicnal

attack there.

Duringinonald Reagan's first temm as.President,
his anti-soviet rhetoric depicted Moscow as the "focus
of evil", and revealed an intense hostile relationship
between the two countries. Throughout his tenure in
of £ ice. Reagan had an anti.canmunist camniﬁnent. Reagan
did not simply tevive Cold War "containxnent" policy, but
he resuscitated the chimera of a “roll back“ of soviet
power as the result of a shift :ln the “correlatlon of
forces" in favour of the West. In support of the

2 Ibido; Pe 18.
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“roll back" apprOaCh Secretary of state Shultz wrote at
the begi!ming of 1985;: “The present politlcal div:Lsion
of the continent (Europe) is artificial; it ex.lsts only
because it has been imposed by brute Soviet poWer, the
United states has never recognized it as legltimate or

pennanent“-3

The enigna of Readgan's first term is that despite
the intalsity and content of his ant:LSoviet rhetoric, his
policy was neither reckless nor especially threataung to
Soviet security. The Reagan's f irst temn has been
characterized as a "rhetorical Presidency®. A few questions
arise, as to what are the factors 'which explain the oap
between Reagan rhetoric and policy toward the IE;SR? One
of the other question is as to why there was a maJor shift
from rhetori.o in his second tem and whether this shift

portended a new realism in Reagan policy toward the UsSR.

According to ne egtimate, the temm “realism*
implied less reliance on ideological explanations of
Soviet behaviour and more reliance on ';factors associated
with a real politik view of Soviet policy. Realism also
meant a turn toward diplamatic engagegnent aﬁd negotiation
to resolve Ouéstanding d:lfferenoes. ﬁ‘ence,"';Reagan's

rhetoric, according to this view, s;hot;.ld'be seen as

1

3 George P. Shultz, New Real ities and New Ways of

Thinking", Forelap Affairs (New York, N.Y.), vol. 63,
no. 4, Spring 1985, p. 711. .
b

H
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a manifestation of America's willingness to stand up to
Soviet power; ;The gap between Reagan's "declaratory
signals® (rhetoric) and “operational 'signals“v (policy)
reflected hie ‘recognition of the increaéing importance
of the perception of risk in Mermic;;.oviet rela;tions.
I1f Reagan could intimidate the Soviets through his rhetoric,
they would be less likely to risk direct confrontation.?
During his first tem as President, incfeaéed expend itures
for MX and M:I.dgeiman missiles, B-1 and stealth bamnbers,
and the strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) signified

Reagan's coamitment to american mil itary modernizat ion.

In the post Vietnam era, america‘’s belief in
military solutions to intemational political problems
had been abandoned in favour of detente. It was under
Carter that fthe Iran crisis tested Axﬁericen military
cgpacity and found it wanting. Defense spaxd'ing was
sharply reduced, which raised widespread concern over
American security In addition, the Sandmista victory
in Nicaragua sparked fears of another KCuba in the Western
Hemisphene. Finally, the Soviet invaslon of Afghanlctan
convinced even President Carter that Moscow could not be

trusted. The Soviet Union's attempt to subjugate an

independent, non-aligned Islamic people Was_ seen as a

4 Coral Bell, "From Carter to Reagan®, E_Q;g;lgn
Affairs, vol. 63, no. 4, Spring 1985, pp. 502-3.
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violation of international law and _the Onited Nat ions
Charter; and a threat to world peac;e: For 'the first ktime
since World wWar II} the soviets had sent cc:mbat forces .
into an area that was not previously under: thelr control,

.into a non.al:ugned and sovere ign state.5

Reagan :.L:nitiated three new military challenges to
Soviet power; i:he Reagan Doctrine of active support for
“freedan f:lghtej‘rs“ against conmunism 'in?the Third World;
the deployment of intemediate-range missiles in Western
Burope (Pershing 11 and Cruise missiles); and the development
of a new nuciea; deterfence strategy known as;;the stratecic

Defensge Initiat’ive, or “star Wars".

The Reagan Doctrine specifically dealt with the
containment of 'caﬁmtmism. It involved ove;-t and coyért_:
ald to forces attempting to overthrow the sgndiniSta
governnent of Nicaragua and the Marxist govermnment of
Grenada. Reagan's decision to deploy intermediate-range
migssiles in Europe was a response to the Warsaw Pact's
previously unchallenged military preenihenée over NATO,
which guaran%teed a political status quo in Burope. The
Strategic Defense Init iative was a .respohse to the
perceived Soviet strategic advantage in offens ive weapons.

The strategic Defense Initiative represented a fundamental

5 UsA,  Department of state, Bureau of Public Affa irs,
“Carter's State of the Union Message®, Cugrrent
kBolicy No. 131 (Washington, D.C.), 1980, p..5.

P
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change in Nneriéa'é strat@ of deterrence through mutual
assured destrud;.:ion (MAD) , to one based on a defensive
anti-missile sy;-:.tem. Whether the Rea{:;an Ddctrine, NF
deployment, snd;SDI were intended as préludes to traditional
diplamacy, or as long-tem policies, they matched the

public mood of the first temm. Aas one writer . put it

"The bulk of Reagan'’s first temm, after

the initial victories on the budget and
taxes, was taken up in legislative stale-
mate, rhetorical posturing, and public
relations ‘gestures. The principal foreign
relations initiatives of the administrat ion-
consisted of a line toward the Soviet Union
that varied from distrust to bell igerence%. (6)

.
This posture slowed and later halted amhs control
negotiationg, placed American miss iles in Europe, st imu_

lated considerably higher defense expenditures, and
&

increased WS  anti.canmunist military activ:Lty in Central

Nnerica.7

However, abrupt and significant changgs in

foreign and danestic conditions at the ocutset of Reagan's

kS

6 Strobe Talbott, Time Magazine' Soviet specialist,
wrote that -not only did Reagan allow Soviet-American
relations to deteriorate seriously, but he also
conveyed the impression, certainly during his
first two years in office, that the relationship
ought to be bad. Further, canpetition and confron.
tation were the only appropriate foms of the
relationship. For further details, see Strobe

Talbott, MW (New York, 1984),
Pe 70. )

7 1.M. Deétler, “The Evolution of Reagan Foreign
Policy", in Fred 1. Greenstein, ed., Th

_.ﬁ_m
Ez:s.ii%%rzis_gu_mmw& (Baltimore, 1983),
PPe .
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second tem altéred that mood, which necessitated changes
in both the styie and substance of Reagan's Soviet policy.
Sone have attributed Reagan'’s extraordinary success in
obtaining majority of public opinion towards his defense
policy to his profess ional management ofv' publ;c relations,
and despite his. “rudimentary grasp“ of t’;he raﬁge and '
depth of the ramif ications of public policy in general.®

‘ The reiationzship between.the:: t';wo coﬁntries, ':i;.e.,
the United States and the soviet Union was changed when
Gorbachev took over in March i985. Axnerice;r; j&omestic,
political and economic factors influenced ﬁeagan to engage
Gorbachev diplomatically. :Domestically,‘ the lack of
anticipated eco;nomic recovery announced by !'R:eagananics“
in 1981, was cléarly revealed by 198.";. The three pillars
of Reagan's econanic programn, namely, sﬁmultaheous éut
backs of taxes ‘and Federal spending, a decfeése in regulagtion
and bureaucracy and curbing inflation by si;;ri;.gxl‘gent control
of money supply had, by 1985, proved"to;.i be'leii.;s successful
than planned. While a variety of faétoi's such as, long
and serilous i:eéessioh in 1982, droép'.:ing levels of
production in key,industi:ies such as automobiles and
cmstﬁctio,h,; mcfeasing unegnployment, lower growth
rate than forecasted amongst others, had made a

1
H

'8 Lou Cannon, Readan (New York, 1982), pp. 372-73.

See also, Negw York Timeg, 31 March, 1983 and 15
August, 1984. .
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presidential budget of increased defense expenditures

less a’t:l:r:a<:t:Lvé’?.9 In consequence, criticism of Reagan's
military strategy grew and amms control negotiations were
once adain envisaged as necessary to normalise the U.S .-

Soviet military relationship.

The. .'!mPa’lct ‘of Reagan's secur.ﬁ:y ?octér:g.r(xes has

also been subje;:ted to intense scrut;ivnyfby critics.
According to one estimate despite substént ial increases in
anerican military spending, little evidence was available
to suggest that the militai'y balance, at both convehtional
and strategic‘ levels had shifted in favour of the United
States by 1985. His modemization programme had more
effect on revi\fring the defence sector than on a shift
in the “correlz;tion of forces". The sustained support
the Presiderft: éave to increased military budgets also
illustrated thé fact that Washington had ﬂle political
will to saicrif ice domestic progra!f;;m;;d“a balancerd budget
for the sake of mil:.tary defense. Others disagree and
claim that the milltary plays an except 1ona1 ‘role as the

guardian of national security at 'qimee of international
tension. Cambined with its traditionally secretive and

enclosed organization, its mastery of its own complené:

§ -

9 For detailed econamic analysis on how Reagananics
was plagued by contradictions, see Christian
Stoffaes, “Reagononics in Perspective: The New
Anerican Policy" in Christian Stoffaes, ed., The
Political Bcopomy of the Unjted gtateg (amsterdam,
1982) , ppe 11-37. ,

i
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and technically demanding subject méﬁi:er and its pol i_tical
and econamic leﬁefgge as the largest purchaser of goods
and services in thé Us, the military virtually assuned a
position 6f iéut;.onuny. Therefore, Reagan péiiéies had to
be in coordination with the military*s news. Aas one
writer suggestéﬁ, “the relationship between the executive
branch and the milltary is a complex matter, of ten more
like that between two branches of goverrment than a
straight-line chain of cammand.® In other words,
Reagan's military strategy was a product of .cdnplenz
damnest ic and mtemational factors, its :impac£ corres-—
pondingly had varied ixnpliéations. For instance, the
':!mpl ication on the .international sécﬁrity ass istance .
provided by the Réagan policies provides a major inéight

on the ramifications of the military strategy and force

A

structure.
t th urit
si n

ni t lon:

The role of security ass istance -in national
security policy is a function of an administration's
cbjectives and recipient state!s demand for weapons

i

10 E.F. Ssherman, “Accountability and Responsiveness
of the Military Establishment®, in L.N. Rieselbach,
ed., WM&%W e ngd of
american Ingtitutions (Bloamington, 1975), p. 241.
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and other forms. of military assistance. The security
assistance is usually provided directiy, frvom‘ suppl iers

to recipient; this is the primary mechariisn through which
an attempt is made to “influence" other atateq. S ince

the end of World War 11, the United States had been
actively engaged in almost every corner of the globe.

it viéwed threats to security and stability in every region
as ultimately threatening to its stake in world peace,
international trade and econamic development, and progress.
toward individual freedom and social justice. The |
security assistance program began and was evolved primarily

in response to eventsg that threatened U.S. interests.

It has been generally believed that security
ass istance is an essential foreign poi icy tool. President
Reagan expresséd his belief in the :impoi:tance of security
assistance when he signed foreign-aid legislation in
1985; “At a time of defense reductiohs, e must pay
particular atte%rition to our most comp'ellind international

secur ity needs".ll

11 Quoted by Mary Belcher, “Reagan Signs Foreign aAid,
Canplaing of L imitations", Washington Timeg,
9 August 1985, p. 3; in Roy A. Werner, *The
Burden of Global Defense: Security Assistance
Policies of the Reagan Administration”, in william
P. Snyder and James Brown, eds., PDefensge Policy

stration (Washington, D.C.,
1988) , p. 145.
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The Reag;n administrat ion was comitted to increase
secur ity assistance funds. It rejected the Carter
adninistrat iont's characterization of arms transfers
“as an exceptional foreign policy implenent® ¥§r1d instead
enphésized the role of ams transfers as “an essential
element of global defense posture and an indispensable

2 The adlilinistrat ion

component of foreign pc:l:lc:y".1
bel ieved in the eff icacy of security assistance in promoting
regional security. The cornerstone of the Reagan abprbach
is the President's directive of 8 July 1981':,'which states
that, %“amms transfers‘can deter aggression, demonstrate

Us commitment, foster stability, and enhance Us forces
operat ional and production effectiveness if applied
Judiciously®. . This document dictates a case-by-case
approach to approving arus shipments. These considerations
include the nature of the military threat to, the recipient
state, the receiving state's participation in collective
security arrangenénts, possible effectifon U.S. allies

that. may be host ile to one another;'j""atxd' U.S . security

interests.

o ‘ | S
Prior to the Reagan adninistration, administration
of security )ass:l.‘st'ance programs was based on a regional
format with a_;country focus. Secretary of Defense Caspar

W. Weinberger argued that “this obscured the strategic

12 Ibid.
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goals we have been |pursuing and substittélted artificial
global groupings for policy based objectives". The over-
riding priority of the Reagan adninistration was peace
in the Middle East. according to World Military Expendi-
tures and Amns Transfers, 1985, between 1973 and 1983,
40 per cent of the world's amms imports wént",to six Arab
nat iongs. In tems of US security assistance, .Israel and
Bgypt were the top Irecipients. The next priority ‘'was
the southem tier of NATO and the Persian Gulf, specifi-
cally Turkey, Greece and Pakistan.v The Reagan adminis-
trationts FY 1987 -security_ ass istance budget proposes

¥ 5.3 billion to the Middle Bast, and § 2.8 billion to
Spain, Portugal, Greece and Turkey. The two categories
represent apbroxhately 75 per cent of all funds sought.
The Sudan, Oman, Djiboutl, Morocco, and sanalia were
presented as essential supporting elements, "making ‘
available a range of facilities to enhance:the mobiiity
and strvategic reach of U.S. foroés", acco;djr;;g to Under-
Secretary of State wWilliam Schneiaer, Jr., testifyihg
before the House Appropriations subconmittee on 6 March
1986. Northeast Asia and Central america are the next
major focal points, especially Ssouth Korea and El

Salvador. 13

13 Roy A..Werner, ‘'The Burden of Global Defense",
in William P. Snyder and James Brown, eds.,
Refence Policy Jin the Readan Ad tratd
(WaShmgton, DOCO' 1988), ppg. 152—530
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The maini point to be noted here is that security
ass istance policy evolved as a military tool in support
of containment policy and as political lever against
other non-friendly natiqns. The Reagan military strategy
cont inued to pursue the same goals. On doing so however,
there were certain other factors to be consic}éred.
amongst them the mounting budget deficit had a great

impact on the American defense pol icy making.
t lon n_F¢ tructur

The importance of geog_raphy; as well as deﬂ_lograiohics
and econamic potential are the important féct'ors for
force planners. From the late 1940s through the 1980s,
the overridingfnational security objective was the
“contaimment®" of Soviet geographic and ideological
expansion. fl‘hefefore, the force plammers were to design
a force capable of deterring both nuclear and conventional

attacks by the soviet Union against U.S. and its all iés.

In theoiy-,’ the military strateg& eﬁta%lled two key
conceptss forward defense with U.S.'allies afld flexible
response throughclau.t the spectrum of conflict. 1In
practice, these ﬁwo concepts required that America!;
troops be staticned far forward on and around the Eurasian
continent, able to fight at all levels of conventional '
conflict and posing a credible threat of nuclear

escalation. Because of the vast size, population and
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defense econany .of the cammunist coalition, ‘this orien-
tation demanded a high degree of preparedness for the
industrial base, a.significant capaéity‘ for mobilizat ion,

"and powerful reserve forces.14

As the ‘éssence of the Reagan adminis;:.?ra't ion's
Def ense Guidancé appeared in 1982, it was accompanied Ly
projections of ,tfhe caventional and strategic forces that
the adninigtration estimated as necessary to carry out
its policies. Regarding strategic forces, the number of
ICBMg, SLBMs, and bambers available to the United States
after the f irst Reagan temm are not that different fram
when Carter left affice. The contention that the Reagan
administrat ion haé'mOVed to a signif 1£:ar;t1y more expansive
and denanding national security postt;re. is based on two
apparent shifts in U.s. defense pol'icfy. First, at the
ccnverrtionai level there is the administration’'s hor'izon'tal
escalation strategy and second, the apparent .shift from
a nuclear strat-;egy of “countervailing® deterrence, under
Carter; to the‘v;.notion of “prevailing® in a “protracted®
nuclearvconflict, as a:ticulated in the Defense Departmentts

FY 1984..88 Defenge Guidance.

14 - Henry C. Bartlett and G. Paul Holman, - ‘“Force

. Planning for the Post-Cold War World; What can
we learn fram Geopolitics"?, gtrategic Review
(Washington D.C., 1991), Pe 300 '
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- One of the important :lmplica}:ig;ns of. force structure
during Reagan's first tem was that it led a greater.
development of nuclear amms and arsenals. Due to th'is,
the soviet Unioﬁ, too, enhanced its arsenais énd arms
and therefore there was a greater competition between the
two countries. An era of uneasy peace, i.e., from 1981
to 1984, there Qas a lack of faith, mutual co-ordinatim,
and hence, the i:wo countries developed thelr amms to an
extent that in international circles qQuest ions were being
raised as to how the human lives will be saved. However,
the two countries were yet conf ident that nuclear war |
can never be fought and can never be won. Mutual
deterrence was still a major calculat;,'ion in their
policy making. During this seccndfténn, Reagan changed
his a,pproach and instead of enhancing the ampms, the
two countries started limiting the énns by signing
accords. With;the coming of Gorbachev in power in
Soviet Union in March 1985, an era of uneasy peace was
replaced by an era of peace, goodwill, friendship and
mutual cocpe,ration_.' Gorbachev ascendancy to power in
the Ssoviet Union was one of the important factor which
changed the strategies as well as the force structure

of the United states.

However, the Reagan program for strategic
off ensive quernization was launchea in 1981, with the

expectation that it would bring U.S. forces into closer
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3

alignment with éovétet capabilities in tﬁosel areas in
which the adm:l.nistration feared American :infermrlty.

it was also expected during that time that the modernl_'
zat ion program would induce Soviet interest m amg |
control on terms other than those which would have been
ratified in the aborted SALT 1I. The enviromment for
U.S . strategic :offensive force modemizat ion was changed
by the beginning of the deployments of U.S. NATO long-
range theater nuclear forces (LRINF) ,“ which were subsequently
called intermediate nuclear forces in Western Burope.
The U.S. Congress adopted its own not ion of strategic
stability and the weapons that would support U.S ~Soviet
stability, and these notions were :lxnposed upon the
administration as a candition for the attainment of its
Weapons procurdnent.‘ objectives. Congressional approaches
to stabil ity favoured continuat ion of mutual jyulnerébility
for both U-S; .‘. and soviet societies. The i‘&/?eacekeeper
ICBM (intercantinental ballistic missile) became the
most famous hostage in the history of the U.s. arms
debate, dq:eident upon Congressional approval of the
adninistration's amms control proposals. and its willing-
ness to enter research and development toward eventual
deployment of a small single warhead ICBM dubbed
“Midgetman" by the press.15

15 Jonathan E. Medalia, *“Middetman*, Minuteman and

Titan Migsile Progxamg (Washingtcn D.C.: Congressional
Research Serxvice), 1984, p. 36.

¥



85

Undoubtedly, American strategic offensive modemi-
zat ion programs have inconsistent implications for its
relat ions with EBurope. Buropean perceptions of political
priorities and military necessities differ from U.s.
perception. Fram a political standpoint, the highest
stake for .the United States is preservix';g alliance
cohesion to reinforce deterrence of Soviét convent ional
or nuclear attack on Burope. From a military standpoint,
the problem is the “extended" deterrence supposedly
provided by the linkage‘betWeen U.S. force Structure,.
U.S .-NATO theater nuclear forces hased in Burope, and

U.S .~NATO conventional forces.



Chapter V



The period since the end of World War II has been
unique in the american experience. At that t ime the United
States was thrust from the role of stportihg ‘character
to that of leedmg actor on the world stage and was pitted
against the sw.iet. Union, which was equally unprepared for
the spotlight. The ruins of the old intemational order -
characterized b}{ the shrinking influence of the traditional
European powers and the cnmbiing of colonial enpiree
principally in Africa and Asla - fomed the backdrop of

this drama.

History did not prepare Alnericans especially well
for this new. role, especlially since world leadersh.xp was
now def ined in terms of which nation was most secure from
the threatsi of others. Before 1945, there vha;d never been
anything‘re‘sembling a canprehensive Amerieen defer_i_e,e policy;
the buffers of two broad oceans and friendly, weak neighbours
had rendered the development of such a policy umnecessary.

The world was changed in many "?’YE'; three of which
stand out. First, power in the international system
became bipolar, with only the Unire;i ;tates:and t';he USSR
retaining the capacity to signif icentljy influence events.
Bach was drawn - either willingly or unwillingly - into
power vacuung around the globe. iIn the process, Americansg
began to regard their national mferests, includini; those
that might pohentially be defended with f(rCe, as global

H

in nature. ;
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Second, most nations of the world, including the
United sStates al;!d the WSR, signed the United Nat ions
Charter, by which signatories renounced war as an instrument
of policy. The result has been not a pdsitive condit ion
of peace but axi era in which force continues to be applied
under;various guises. | -

Third, the nuclear age began. By unlea‘shing atomnic
power, mankind created the means of its self-immolation
and thereby altered the basic rules for def enge and f‘wér.
As nuclear arsenals achieved theilr current deadly le.velﬂs,
the result was to restrain the nations that possessed them.
The informal rule that has emerged is that major nuclear
powers - notablgr the United states and the soviet Union -
can no longer afford to confront one another in ways that

could lead tc; violence and thus nuclear war.

There was obviously an important shflft;; in American
nat ional security policy during Reagan's tenuie. Emphasis
was placed on the broader implicatimms of particular
priorities of the adninistration, §uch :':as ‘its build wp
of U.S. naval power as well as its forceful rhetoric
regarding U.s. strategic forces. The contention that
the Reagan adninistration's defense programi\né.' representg
a significant;'éeparture in U.s. defense policy is captured
in Barry Posen and Stephen Van Evera's following

i

asse rtion.
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“Ingofar as the administration does have a strategy,
it seems extravagent and dangerous. Fragnentézy statenents
and a&hinistfation procurement programs suggest that the
administration has adopted a more demanding strateéy than
any since the Eisenhower adninistratibn, or pérhaps earlvier.
The Reagan administration appears to have embraced more
and harder missions than the original Cold War ‘cantain-
ment' strategy would requi;e, and it puts more emphasis
on cffensive missions and tactics. All adﬁiinistratiohs
since Truman have adopted military strategies that
included moi'e migs ions than a pure cmtairnnen£ strategy
would seem to require, but the implicit Reagan adminis-
tration strategy departs further fran containment than

its predecessors".

Two majér themes have dcminated the evolution of
Amer ican defenée policy. The first has heen the question
of where Nnerican interests are suff icient].y vital to
defend with azmed force. The second theme has been the
role of nuclear weapcns and the balance between nuclear

and conventicnal arms in american :st:rat:e<_:;y.2

The. Reagan package of proposals to modernize

aArerican strategic forces has served as an important focal

1l Barry Posen and Stephen Van Bvera,

Readan Adminis-
tration Def enge pPolicy (New York, N.Y., 1986), p. 69.
2 John Spanier, american Foreian Policy Since World

H_a:__;él (New York, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1985) ,
P 76.



89

point for the general public policy debaitae ‘ov.e‘r nuclear
wegpon issues in the 1980s. At one 1evél, the debate has
focussed on the Question of the need of modefnizing at
all, Eoth in the context of continuing interest in amg
control. At another level, there has; been d&a’ce and
disagreement on specif ic elenents of the package, somne

of which are more controversial than others.3 ER

Presicient Reagan has served as one poie in the
debate. He came to off ice as a strong believér in \a
robust defense posture, and he campaigned strongly in 1980
on the need to‘reverse the unilatgral disamanent policies
that had been followed in the wake of the Vietnam war.?
He meant that defense spending had not ':grcnm relative to
inflation during the balance of the 1970s, and that military
procurenent, including purchases for strateg'ic nuclear
def ense, hé;d légged behind the effortsjbeing’fput forward
by the soviet Union. -

After the disastrous american military involvement
in Vietnam, it became the vogue to view military forcé
as nearlﬁr an anachronism in moderi"iw}h‘;émaltibnal ‘relations.
As military .férce passed fran the scene, it would be

replaced by the spreading fow of “"complex interdependence".

3

3 Robert J. Prauger, and Roger P. Labrie, Nuclear

strateqy and National Secupity (Washington D.C.,
1983), p. 48. :

4 . 1Ibid., p. 77.
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As all parts of the world became increasingly economically
interdependent, increasing cooperative relations anong
nations would blosgm. - The view world mterdependencé is
not without inerit or truth; the levels of echanic inter-

change conf ims that interdependencies .':u:eIC_‘;row:i.ng.5

Undoubtedly. it is the U.S . President who formulates
the defense policy. During his first tenn, Reagan made it
clear that he wcs interested in the increase in the develop-
ment of U.S. amms. According to him, Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan in 1979 had already proved its dominant attitude
and its capability of having more sqohisticatcd ams in
comparison to the U.S. Hence, Reagan a}.‘guéd'for a bigger
invegtment in the defense area. He éavé the concept of
strategic defelse initlative and deve10ped the plan at
great length. However, during his second tenn of afflce,
certain chandes 'took place. He now claimeid that nuclear
war can cev'er be won and can never be fough:tA.A Thus began
a series of ams control measures which was envisaged as

necessary part"of overall defense :si:.r:at‘-egy'.6

The American Congress has been asserting a more
intensive role in the detemmination of American defense
policy for twenty years. The incentives pro;\?ided by’

+

5 Donald M. Snow,

The Nuclear Future: Toward a
Strateay of Uncerxtainty (Alabama, 1983), p. 24.
6 McGeorge Bundy, Pr;esidentﬂs ;Choicez Star Wars or
Amgs Control, gtratedic Digesgt, vol. 15, no. 2,

February 1985, pp. 121-22. | .
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politics and personal ambitions support coantinuation of
assertive Congressional roles. The Congress brings certain
special perspective to the revolution of defense issues

that pemit it to make a unique contribution.

The f£inal aspect of U.s. nuclear strategy that has
cant inuously changed because of shifts in politics and
money 1s U.S. plang to modernize theetre nuclear forces.
These plans are nowA largely dead, and it is unclear what
the United States and its allies will do in the future.
The point of the brief overview of developments in U.S.
nuclear prograxﬁme is not to suggest that the United States
failed to deter the soviet Union, becamé vulnerable , or
failed to pursue iraiid ams control initiatives. It did
all of these things and did some very well. It is rather
to suggest that the U.S . nuclear efforts succeeded largely
because of the internal strains in the soviet Union and
Warsaw Pact and not because the United States is able
to translate coherent changes in its strategy into force
plans and then fund and implenent them., The United
States has succeeded more through manentun and sheer

willingness to caompete than through anything else.

The future course of American defense: policy is
fraught with uncertaint ies and complicationg. The
general goal is to provide for the physical secur:u:y

of the United states and to facilitate the achievement

i
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of american interests. Defense considerations, i.e.,

mil itary strategy and force structure, have becane, in
the years since World wWar Il, central to internations

relations and to america's foreign policy.
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